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Tkis 1s the final report of one of three studies in
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Proq§ams.",”hls study was sponsored in response to & need for more
information regarding bilingual-bicultural ‘education for other than
Spanish language groups. The study's objegtives were to: (1) 1dent1fy
the major issues involved in bilingual-bicultural education for e
Native American, Indo-European Asian and Pacific language groups; (2)
document . the goals; approaches, resources or costs that have been
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education has had in?their communities; and (4) recommend possible
-federal progranm changes. An in-depth study was conducted of 10
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: conclusions and recommendations: (1) Some evidence exists that Title
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served.\(2) There is a general lack of materials, teachlng skills, )
experties in planning materials development, and evaluation at the
local project level. One suggested improvement is tolbrov1de
continuous technical assistance and training throughout the life of
projects. (Author/kH) .
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This document is the final report of one of three studies of an over-

all project titled "Evaluation of Bilingual Educarion Programs.|/ The three

studies are: - e . /

e Evaluation of the - Title VII Spanish/English Bilingual Programs:

.
-

Impact Study. -

¢ The Identification and Description of Exemplary Bilingual Educatich

v

»
Progranms. PP ‘

e Study of 311ingual—§icultural Programse Involving Native Arerican,
Y :

- o .o - ) - P - - . s
Indo~-Zurcpean, Asian and Pacific Lansuage Croups (the topic of this final

«TEPOrL;. .
° [

The studies form a part of tne Office,of Education's evaiuation of !
the bilingual education programs under Title VII of the Ele—entary and

Secondary“t¥ucagion Act (as amended). They were vonducted by the Armerican

L ‘ -~ I3 . Vol - -
Institutes fpr Research for the Gffice of Program Planning, Budgeting, and

Evaluatién upder Coﬁtract No. OEC-0-74-933]. ‘The OE project afficer is

¢ Edward B. GClassman, and <the AIR director of the overall project- is Malcolm’

. The director of. the present study is Richard A. Bond."

,

N. Danof

’ .

This study has explored a variety of issues in bilingual-bicultural
education for non-Spanish language groups, documented how projects have
- - ) *
developed in relation te these issues, investigated some of the costs
associated with different approaches, and-assessed the impact of various
. L4
programs on the communities they serve. The purpose of this exploradtory ;
study has been to provide the Office of Education with pnew informatio¥

about nen-Spanish programs as a basis for their improvement.
¢ L)
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c ) SUMMARY ’
.‘ . ) » |
‘ In response to a need for more information regarding bilingual-bicul-
tural education for other than Spanish language. groups, the American

. Institutes for Research (AIR), under contract to the U.S. Office of Educa-

. tion, conducted an exploratory study of, biifngﬁél—%icultural'educgtion

involving Native American, Indo-European, Asian and Pacific language groups.

The study's objecfiveg were to identify the hajor issues involved in e
hilingual-bicultural education for theue:target groups, to document the

goé}g, approaches, reé?urces,'or costs wﬁich have been affected by these P
issues, -to assess the impact ﬁiléngualdbicultural education has had in -

> °. > /" 3 -~ 3
their communities, and fo recommend possible federal program changes.

————r3mitial literature review of bilingual-biculturai'educaLion‘resulted
in the identification of probable issues affecting tﬂe opération of bilin-

— ’ . gual prdjects. This review'was followed by an in—deptﬂ study of 10 s;leéted .
projects which included visits-to each project site. Projects visited
were in.Alaéka, Arizona, California, Colorado, Louisiana, Maine, Montana, ° ¢
New York, Rhode Island, and'Waspiﬁgton. The language groups included in
the 10-site saque were Chinese, frencH, Inﬁpfat E;kimo, Italian, Navajo,
Northern Cﬁeyenne: ﬁassumaquoddy; Pilipino, Rortuguese, Ute, and Yupik

* Eskimo. { : o
The major,conclusions and recommendations:

. _; ® Projects have generally been able to meet a variety of

. .
. needs of diverse language and culture groups because of the

flexibility provided them in the administration of Title VII.

. L

e There is sdme evidence that Title VII is having long ) .
. range benefits to the bilingual groups being sefved under this //// /
lpgislation. Examples: More persons{with bilingual backgrounds - ‘ .. !

.- ' are becoming involved with the educatipn of their children as’

teachers and as advisors to projects; children and their com-

R

munities seem to.have improved their. self-concepts,hand are
]

valuing their languages. and cultures to |a greater flegree;

educational matetrials are being developed which represent the

perspactive of these lahgu;ge groups, whereas before such

- , J

materigls were not available. N

ERIC :
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e At, the initial stages of project development, resources

and skills are in short supply. Increased utilization of. plan-

\ - .
ning grants is suggested as one means for facilitating planning.

.
>

and development among new proﬁects. .

e Thére is a general lack of materials, teaching skills,
exper;isq in planning materials development, and evalﬁétion'at
the local project level. One suggested improvement is to pro-
g . vide continuous technical assistance and training throughout
the life of projects. ‘ - )

e Local bilingual prcjects are often not well intdgrated
into the ongQing educational system, and non-project faculty
members may- not feel either involved or QOmmitied to the pro-
jects. Suggested improvementgiinc%ude greater communication
[ ' . wityin the total educational community about purposes, plans,

and status of Title VII prejects; increased participation of
. non-project personnel in planning and instruction (perhaés
team feaching); anticipating problems (such'as\displacement

o . of non-project personnel); and seeking solutions early, thereby

. avoiding unnecessary hardships for.non-project personnel.
- \

e . e Materials which are adequate for the local language'and
cylture-are usually not available at the start of a project, '
and staff muét spend a large amount bf their time in devélopiﬁg
them. Also, many local staff members whe,undertake this re- /¢

sponsibility neeq initial training. It is suggested that

. —dissemination centers play atlarger and mere activé role in
o

and the dissemination of mater--_
o

In order té geSE achieve this,

: technical assistance, traini

ials among projects. it is
: . suggested that centers be accountable to the projects they \

“serve. - -

e Summative evaluations at e&rly stages of project

~developmen-c are often cquntérﬁroduc;ive. It is suggeséed

that the emphasis during the eérly years be placed upon forma-
tive types of wvaluation asﬁa basis for project revision ‘and
improvemept, and that summative evaluations be emphasized later

) after prdject goals and approaches have been set.
r. : 9- o, :
Q -
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e A number of'projects have experienced difficulty in

. \ .
planning the next year's activities and in retaining staff for

a long. period because funding is typically for one year only : .

and notification of funding sometimes comes after the end of

the' school year. It is sufgested that the Office of Education :

_consider increasing the period of funding and that every effort ' ’

be made to make funding notifications before thesclose of ) N

school. B

e The individual needs of eligible children may require ® .

. . M - .
different approaches. Some projects have a transitiona} ap-

-

proach (naiive language to English), while others feel that

they must work initially toward the restoration ef the native .

In order ‘to al}ow‘Title VII éo more clearly encompass

3

language.

.these various approaches, a change in the legislation would

seem to be indicated.

* @ Title VII generally funds projects which are of a
demonstration nature, characterized by a limited period of
funding.. Local agenciés‘are oféen Lnable'go afford the con-
tinuvation of projects after Title VILI funding is .terminated.
Two suggestions have been made. The first is to proyidé fed- /
eral help in seeking supplementary sources of funds, and the

second is to explore amending present legislation to provide

supplemental funding in communities that do not have a tax

base, such as reservations.

e In schools where both racial and linguistic groups B

are found, neither full integration nor complete segregation

can balance the interests of all., It is suggested that leg~
islatlon be amended so that children in bilingual-bicultural
programs at a given school do not have to be in integrated
classes‘forlat least a substantial portion of the day, and
that no Eéglish-speaking chiidren be exclu&ed from bilingugl-

bicultural classes)if'tﬂéy volunta}ily choose to enroll.

v
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INTRODUCTION . ;o ‘.

Background L — o,
Schools in this.country histo ; 1} have focused on the educational

needs of a dominant English- speaklng population.” The special fieeds of

ehlldren froh different language groups were not met programatlcally untll

1968, when Congress enacted the BlL}ngual Educatlon Acc Title VII of the

‘Elementary and Secondary EducathnaAct. Little was known at that time?

about the specific eduﬁatlonal needs of non-English-dominant children;

except perhaps that ehe needs were dlfferent because the children's lan-
guage and.cu‘t%re were different. Most early stud1es focused on the edur
'1ona1 problems of Spanlsh speaking ch11dren, and other language groups

were somewhdt neglected.; ~

in recent years, however, therg/has been a marked increase in thc¢
nuwber of Title VII prOJects for non-Spanish groups. In 1973-74, Title Vil
fuinded , 209" proj%gt grants}1nyolv1ng 24_different language groups. The
number’ of language éroups\inor ased to 42 in }974-75, when 383 projects
were funded. ,(In his expansi , it has become apparent that much more

must be known abofit Native Am 1can¢ Indo-Edropean, As1an and Pacific

—
o

language groups sp that bili a1 chultural programs can be,more direc?

related. to their ducationali eeds.f

.

~au,

Lrmvae,

’

Purpose toE : .

. . P -
*

The present study.was designed to benefit frof the «experience of on- |

going bilingual projects in helping to determine needed improvements.

~ L

More-specifically, the purpose was to identify and describe common dnd

unique, features of programs, determine whether differences in culturr and

'language among target groups resulted in different approaches and concerns,

examine resources and costs, assess thgﬁlmpact of such programs on the =
commyhities they serve, and make.recommendatipns to OE fgr the improvement

of bilinguéj—bicﬁltural programs. ,

L - -

3

Procedures © :

* ’ [ » [ 4

This study was exploratory in the sense that it .used several sources

. to gathter information about those issues of.most concern in the development,
A N

operation, and management of bilingual-bicultural projects. An- initial .
A

literature review om<bilingual-bicultural education resulted in the
’ : B . . -? 4- . i
it |




"Results . .

’

1dentification of probable issues affecting the operation of bilingual pro-
jects. A forpal réport of {hese results was made in hovember, 1976. In -
order th?t~we mlght he able to gather' 1n£ormatlon in greater depthe than .
that provided by the’literature, a representative sample of 10 programs
was selected for site visits., Interviews at each site were based in large.
part on the issues resulting from the earlier review of the llterature,
although su:ficient flexibility WAS maintained te eXpl%¥e any pertinent

avenues of concern to the projecfs and the communities they serve, Through- . .

out this total explordtory process, a Bilingual Advisory Panel and other

consultants provided inputs and valuable expertise. .

s N .
—

B 'l *

~ . . H

!

. -
The present r¢port primarily sumparizes fhe results of the, 10 site

visits.: However, fts findings,kand repulting recommendations have benefited

from what was learpied from the literakure ahd especially from the expert -

.advice of consultants.

yoy,
. )
The report is organized in-thrée sections: *-

v e

.Research Procedures (page 5) summarizes the responsibilities of the

Bilingual Advisory Panel methods for literature review, process for selec-

tion of the 10 sites, and procedures for collecting'information during L4

‘site visits. ' .

Study Findings (page 17) explore a variety of concerns of bilingual-

bicultural projects under eight genperal headings‘ ",

a. Program planning
b. Program management and administration .-
Bilingual-bicultural curriculum and instruction L

Materials acquisigiorr and development

:
e, * Staff recruitment and development . . ,

£+ Parent and community involvement
g. Community impact * - b - / L .
h. 'Program and student evaluation ' )

ad "? 2 ‘1"‘. a &3_::12') ‘ N .
Conclusions and Recommendations (page. g) are presented in tyo parts. .

The first part is addressed to possible improvements which could be made

! ¢ '

by the Office of Education ip, support of individual bilingual- bicultural f*

¢ 15 : l
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projects. The second part concerdg the impact of federag/legislation

under which the bilingual prejecis are funded. It suggests-qpssible

M /

\*?mendments of that legislation which could improve thé effectiveness of

bilingaal education. .
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RESEARCH PROCEDURES

- -
N

To meet the objectives of this study,-the following'research proce-

dures were followed: . . .

i. An on-going advisory éane} conposed Qf knowledgeable individuals
in-the field of bilingual educatiom was established to revigw plans and
", key documents at appropriate points during thg study. —_ .

\

2. A literature review was conducted to identify issues in .

bilingual education that weré particularly relevant to Native American,

IqﬁdTEuropeén, Asian and Pacific language groups. g .

+
- o, .

3., Ten Title VII projects were selected for site visits so that .

some off the major issues could be further investigated.

. 4. % Project docunmentation was requested and reviewed in advance of
N ol »

the site visits. Individudl structured interviews were conducted with

project stdff and members of the community served by the project. -

e .

52 Data were organized to permit a comparative analysis. ) .

6. Research findings were reported in terms of the study's estab-'

lished objectives. ‘

. .0 . oF¥

Bilingﬁal Advi%ory Panel . . .

> .
. .

Assisting in the overall "“Evaluation of Bilingual Education Programs"
. “
were a number of experts in the field of bilingual' education. Some of
fhese.experts served on the Bilingual Advisory Panel. They are identified P

.

in the acknowledgements. ’ " S een

4

The Panel's functions in regard to the present study were as follows:
e &

. *

- ‘ .
1. To advise, review, and make comments and suggestions on the
. I - ' -
varjous produqgts’ submitted as part of this study. These included-"The -
Identificationt of Issues in Bilingual.Edycation of Particular Relevance to

Native American, Indo-European, Asian and Pacific Langdage Groups''; "Einal'

w

Study Design", which included the-interview guideg; and "Draft of the

Final Report." . . :

2. To gdvise on the criteria for selection of sites to be yisited . s

*during data collection.’ . <

Y
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3. 1o make stgiestions of possible Title..I1l prdjects to be sitc

visited. . . -

~. Tou review data collection procedures.

- \ ‘
5. io review findings and advise on conclusions and tecomzendaticns.

Tihis studv also benefited from the advice of other experts in lan-
guages and cultures relevant to the study. These e :perts are also 3lstcd

in tile acknowledsements section. .

iiterature Review . . .

i .
dif:erent proplems and concerns 1n bilingual eduuation among Native .waeri-
can, Indc-European, Asian and Pacific language Grouos, Ké*1eued sburces

included Journalb, books: and*ERIC documents’ regardlng eduLatlon, bilingual

-.educatlon, and the cultures of“the target grouus. Other ipportant sources

were Title V1I ptoject proposals and evzluation reports. All Title VII

nropgsals for these target groups in fiscal year 1974-75"were r%;iewed.

I3

s PR Py s s . . . . - . . ’
The issues identified ih this review provided key criteria for-
selectlng the pilingual prOJectﬁ to site visit ard Served as a framework

for developlng issues and varlaoles to be explored durlng data collection.

Tne issues from the 11tbrature review were presented in-a report submitted
. o . -~ -' C'- 3 3 3 3 ‘- -~
to the Office.of Education in November, 1974, titled "ldentification of
o
Issues and Hypotheses in Bilingpal Education of Partlcular Relevance to

jativé American, Indo-European, Asian and Pacific Language groups and are
. -~

-
s - -

summarized in Appendix A. .
4

Selection of Sample ' . . . .

- . .

A sample of 10 Title VII bilingual projects was selected for site.
vigits from Title VII projects, other than Spanish' funded and operatlng
in fiscal year 1974. ThrougH examination of 11t1e VII project proposals

and evaluation reports, unlque and comnmon features of projects were deter-

~ A Y
mined so that sites could be selected which met two basic ‘gogls: .
. . . . & 4 -
° Information gathered from the site visits‘would bear on the
stated objectives of this project, and . '
LN . v ‘ .
_(' ) ¢ 6 .

i8 L

“ . -

Tne purpose of .tfis review was to select the major issues wnich c(reate

.
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e Data obtained would be generalizable to the larger population of .

. projects for Native American, Indé—European, Asian and Pacific language N

groups.
‘o . - &
_ Listed below are‘the criteria used in selecting the programs.

1.. Projects selected should be represencative.of the languages and

cultures served by Titlé vii.’ - v ~$3 .

In fiscal year 1974-75; 383 bilingual projects had been edtab-
.lished through Title VII, representing 42 different langu;ge groups. Thé
"Study of Bilingual-Bicultural Education Involving Native American; Indo-
European, Asian and Pacific Language Groups' surveyed 41 of these l;nguage
. groups, excluding Spanish. There were 23 different Native American language ’{ .
groups, 7 different ‘Indo-European language grou%s, and 11 ‘Asian and Pacific .
Island language groups. With the one excéption notéd in criterion 2 below, .
tée 10 projects selected for'bite,visi;s are representative of the pro- ;
;thion of project§ for each language group: five Natfb; American érojects,

three Indo-European projects, and two Asian: and Pacific projects. .

2. Projects selected should be generalizable to other language groups

with the same concerns or problems.

; Alfhough tHe purpose of the exploratory study was to identify
differences in bilingual projects of the target groups and reasons.for
those differences, it was also necessary to maintain some generalizability

——— throughout thé study. In some cases a project's situation was so unique

that another project would not be able to replicate or use information from 5%

«

that site. This was particularly true with bilingual projects in Trust

Territory areas, because of their speciil-political,usociéi, and educational P

climate. Hence, projects with unique features were selected only when they
S

&
LY

were generalizable to pther Title VII bilingual projects.

>

. 3. Projects, selected'should have characteristics or concerns related ) .
.. 3

“to a significant number of the issués identified in the literature review.

L4
The earlier-literature review provided information regarding the
7 & .

target groups and identified issueé and concerns in bilingual~bicultural
education important to them. In selecting our sample of lo’projgcts,.all

available documents from operating Title VII projects for the target grdups C.

-
s

¢ . a 'y‘ » :
. ] J () , R .
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process and the\

' problemifor concerns and different approaches to solving these problems.

were carefuily rev1ewed and major issues were identified.

¥

This reyiew

issues were then used to identify projects which had unique

. Because the size of our sample was ré%et!%él& smakl, it would not

have been possible to- 1nvest1gate all of the
issues identified in the literature review.

. possible, howevér, each project selected for

many important and unique
To explore as many issues as

site visits had to have a

~
range of different issues in, and resulting approaches to, blllngual educa- i -
*  tion. Thus, the data collected could provide groups thas are interested .
]
in setting up new prOJeCtS, orl}n revising old projects, wlth Lnformatlon
that would be vaiuable in dealing with the same kind of issues. : o
f Further consideration was given to the following points: ’
- Geographic dispersion of the projects
- Population served by the project E
LT ‘a
- - Language(s) in the project ' " :
’ '~ Length of time pperating under’Title VII . :
- Future outlook of ‘the’project * -
- On the basis'of thése criteria, 10 projects were selected fbr site
visits and agreed to participate in the studyﬂ
Native American Sites . RS
1. Alaska State Operated School System : .
Bilingual Educdtion Program B} ! . .
. Anchorage, Alaska -
Bilingual Pragram in Inupiat Eskimo ' : - ,
. Noorvik, Alaska{ - o . .
. Billngual Program in Central Yupik Esklmo ’
< . Atmautluak, Alaska , | -
* 2. Rock Point Bilinguzl Education Program " ) '
(Navajo) . .
, Chinle, Arizona . 5. -
3. Project SUN - ’
i} (Spanish, Ute, NavaJo) . i
GCortez, Colorado .
( ; ,
4. Wabnaki'Bilingdal Education Program ‘ R
. (Passamaquoddy) ' . : 5
T . Calais, Maine ’ . C

29 ‘)




5. Northern Cheyenne Bilingual Education Program
( Northers- Cheyenne)
Lame Deer, Montana

s
Indo-European Sites
6. Lafayette Parish Bilingual Education Program ]
(French) , -
Lafayette, Louisiana / .
/
7. AVANTI - An Approach to ltalia#'Bilingual Educa?ion
* (I1talian) , .
: Brooklyn, New York N // .
8. Portuguese Bilingual Educat;on Program
Providence, Rhode Island / - T - T
- / .
Asian and Pacific Language Sites ’ .

9. Bay Area Bllingual Education League (BABEL)
(Cantonese, *Pilipino*, Spanish)
Berkeley, Richmond, Oakland, California

I

10. Seattle Bilingual Schools
. (Cantonese, 'Pilipino, Sparish)
“Seattle, Washington

All 10 bilingual eduéation projects‘were located in the United States
and represented 'a wide geographical distribution. In addition to‘their
regional location, the projects uere chosen for their v&riogs environmental
aspects. The Alaska‘ﬁrojects were in extremely isolated locations; four
Native American sites were on reservations; and one 'Wative American site

was off reservation.. All had varying degrees of isolation. The French

wproject'was located in a semi- rural area; and the Cantonese, Italian,

»

Pilipino, and’ Portuguese projects operatea in urban locales.
»

The characteristics of the population served also varied from project
to project. Half of the projects served more than one language group, and
all of the projects served §tudents with wide ranges of language-speaking
ability. Projects in urbanlareas served primarily recent immigrants, and

Native Admerican projects setved indigenous children. Communities served bz

My
Q‘ "

Q‘N
o)

the bilingual projects-were generally in low incame areas where unemployment .

-

was high ‘and the 'education level was low. -

2 (‘.
*Pilipino is used when referente is made ‘to the language while Filipino is
used when reference is made to the people. .

b

- 7Y . ) . « - . . .

- g A

By »°
[




A

. Education Program).
S

in several dlstr1cts and. schools

‘education in five distrigt schools for three language groups.

” = .
Q; v v .

The projects var1ed in the length of time they had "been operating
under T1tle VviI, which offered the opportun1Cy to view the projects in '
varyrng,stages of development. For examplc, two projects were in their
first year of program operations (Seattle Bilingualcﬁducation Program;
Project AVANTI). One project was in its third year under Title Vil monies
(Northern Cﬁeyenne Bilingual Education Program). Two projects were in
their fourth ?earf(habnaki Bilingual Education Program; Rock Point Bilingual
Four projects were. in thelr fifth year (Alaska State

Brated School System; Lafayette Parish Bilingual Education Program; Pro-
ject SUN; Bay Area Bilingual Education League). One project was in its

sixth year of Title VII (Portuguese Bilingual Education Program).

In two of the projects, (Alaska State Operated Schools; BABEL) the
project length varied. Though these prOJects had been operating under

Title VII monies for five years, 1nstruct1onal programs which served lan-

'guage groups of interest to this study had not been in operatlon that long.

The Pilipino program-in BABEL and the Yupik Eskimo program at the village. %
of Atmautluak were in their first year of operation, while the Inupiat .

Eskimo program at the village of Noorvik was in its second year of operation. ,

The size of the 10 projects—;'?ered a.diversity of issues relevant to
the study. The largest project was Alaska State Operated School System.
This .central agency provides bilingual education, under Title VII monies;
to 45 villages in 12 native languages apd some 28 different dialects. .Two' N
prOJects were & consortium of school d1stricts prov1ding bilingual education

Project SUN in Cortez’ Colorado, operates

under the Southwest Board of Cooperative Serv1ces, providing bxilngual N

The Bay Area .

B1lingual Education League in the-San Brancisco Bay Area is'a consortium of

four school districts providing bilingual’ education for three language

groups, . _ . . . -
~All of the prqjects were providing 5Zlingual education in the elemen-

tary grades, and one hroject, BABEL, also had bilingual classes operating . .

in one high school. Most projects were undergoing vertical expansion each o .

year such that the numHefﬁof grades was often determined by the number of

years under Title VII monies. . .. .
« ' Y €y ¢
" S ’ ..), ) ’
‘ e . .
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Data Collection Instruments ) - 4

The exploratory‘nature of the present study necessitated a data col-
lection plan that was structured enough to direct the study toward.accom—

plishing its goals but flexible enough to accommodate the variousalssues

- ~F.
concerns, and proJect,dlfferences involved. To _meet these spec1f1cat10ns,

a program documentatlon package (Appendix B) was developed This package
was designed to compile systematic data about each prOgect site. .However,
it also had to allow for site-specific d1fferences, since th;’projects
were in varying stages of development,.served different language groups.
had different objectives, faced different problems and concerns, and used

[y

. @ variety of approaches to bilingual education. . : .o

Therefore, the package outlined in a generaf way thé kind of data‘t5
be collected but without specifying the exact questions to be asked. Each
site required alterations to the outline to enable exploration of site- >
specific issues and to perTit'different approaches to the collection of
* the data. ) ‘ ‘ . )
The program documentation package included data collection guides_f
designed to obtain descriptive information about the following: the pro-
‘ ject's-geqeral operating procedures, specific'information about the projeet's
o components, the unique features and igsues in bilingual education that 4
. affect the projectfs operation, the project's impact od the community, and

W ) . .
o cost factors that affect the project's development or operatlon. It out-

11ned a comprehensive approach to data colleetion, whereby 1nformat10n=
could be sought from a variety of sources, 1nclud1ng proJect documeﬁt§
C i "pr;Ject staff, parents, communlty members, and community groups.
Data collectjon guides were“deyeloped through the cooperatlve efforts
_of AIR staff, .Bilingual Aduisory Panel membeérs, and consultants to the
‘o .'_ » | study. During January and February of 1975, draft Qersious‘of the data ’
collection plan.were submitted to OE, Bilingual Advisory Panel members, and
C~— ] - 'consultants'for review, commeuts, and suggestions. Based on feedback from

'the reviewers, AIR staff made revisions to guides prior to field use. |

. ' t

" Site Visits : ~ ' . -

.

- Ten bilingual~projects operating in 17 schools were sitefvisited

.

. . - N ] b .
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during 3$rch, April, and May of 1975. During these site visits, AIR staff

Obéervad clgssrooms and projeét 6perations, interviewed project staff and

Commupity members, examined available prOJect documents, ﬁpd verlfled

information obtained prior to the visit. In order to’ ‘maximize the obpor— i
tunlcy to obtain information at each'site and to ensure that each site

vigit was as unobtru51ve and nondisruptive as possible, AIR staff obtalned .
pquect documents before the site visits, established contact through tele-
phone conversations and correspondence, and informed thelprojec€~director

of the kinds of information needed and the lines of inquify to be parsued .

~

.during site visits. LAY ~ - o .
- ‘ . . .

. - Sit¥ v151t tegns. Each of the 10 site visits involved a two—gerson

- .

<

;eqc. Ohe of the athors of this report served .as one member of .

e S N

»
team. Antexpert from the bilingual prOJect s community,, working ‘as a

e

the

consultant .to AIR, was the second team member. ' ’ .

~ -

—_ -
. . - - \ N

——
These local lexperts were locdted through contact wfﬁh‘pioject direc— ,
~ . .

“a

e

“tors. Experts generally had the following ¢haracteristics and qualifica-

tions: - .o . . .

.

: ’ 1. A.cultural and linguistic background similar to the native language
. : a

§ -

. . a -
. group; . . . -

2. FEamiliarity with the project and community being site visited;‘

i -

and

. 3. Some familiarity with research prdcedures or prior experience

v '
. with consulthg and/or evaluatlon work:"

©

The purpose of hav1ng ‘a local® expert was to facilitate 1nterv1ews in
the progect and in the community. Spec1f1ca11y, the expergs conmltted

three to five days to the study and were responsible for the folloylngEN . )

site visifi tasks: . - - . .

S
= .

3 1. Interview community members, using the 1nterV1ew gu1des to col-

- , p_— i
’ Pt -
N . '

lect community impact data; . .

s >y “
~ Ve

T . 2. Translate and summarize results of the interyiew 7S s
- /s

v . 4 . .
3. Assist, when necessary, in other details of data collection such

as interviewing project staff. . ' . )

B . ; .
Y FARY - i .

¢
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Prlor tQ data collection, the AIR staff member met with the local .-

expert for a mutual orientation and trainigg session. ~ At that time, the -

. AIR staff meﬂber solicited more information regarding the community and
prepared the'local expert for the community‘interviews. The goals of the
study, the proposed data collection plan, interview’ ethics and procedures
were explained fully to the local expert, with role play1ng as the prlmary -
training technique. 1In many cases, the, AIR staff member accompanied the

local experts in the community, providing on-going tra1n1ng as was needed.

in other projects, the AIR staff member. held informal meetlngs with the

local expert after the interviews to examine the results and to provide

additional advice or suggestions as were necessary.

Community Interviews

Y
k4

‘

Various members of the communities served by the bilingual projects .
were interviewed.at each site to explore issues related to-the\impact the '
-project had had oﬁ—fhe community. °Those interviewed'included parents of . T
students, community leaders, and other pensons recommended by pro ect staff. .
Since the study wds exploratory, the sample of parents and other ommunity
members was selected by the proJect staff -and the local expert,‘Vitp guid-
ance from the AIR staff member< An attempt was made- to sample parents and

_ tommunity members who would be representative of t{re population and who

‘a P

. " also would be willjng to voice their opinions and views.

N ' _ " The local eXpert'persopally contacted these persohs to determine their
willingness to participate in theastudy'and to schedule a convenient time
for the interview. Interviews took place im the community, often at an

individual community member's home. To compensate for his/her time and

. .
. . -

re *a 3 r] - 4 . .,
assistance,'a five dollar stipend was given to éach interviewee.
IS 4 ’ ) ’ '
M . 4 - N .
h - - »

Data Recording Procedures o ) .

Note taking and/or tape recording were the primary methods used in. —~
preserving the information gqollected during site visits. The t/pe recorder .

gt N was used dunlng 1nterv1ews if the interviewee felt comfortable &1th it.

Most of the interviews with the project staf,f involved both.note taklng and

” ' recordlng, Whlle most 1nter6;ews in thé communlty involved only note taking.

However, "e recordings of community interviews were used in communities
‘m B “»’/ . - ‘. - 4
' - v . . .
. . L5 I . .
3 . L D . . .

“ " . .
. ’ . v » v
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when a majority of community members were monolingual in their native

language. Careful Jtranslations were then possible after the interview. -

At the end of data collection, the AIR staffuiember reviewed project
information collected at the site with the project director. This pnd;ided

an early opportunity for mutual rev1ew, comments, additions, of deleticns r~
to project data. i

- ”~ L34
. . . 3 -

‘ Data Analysis and Reporting R 5% B

St Eg -’

. ’ . -, -
. Upon completion of data collection, a project -summary was writtéh

for each of the sites. The project summaries were based on the following

outline:

[} * .

I. Project Overview

A._ Identification . ‘ : ) -
B. (Objectiyes”and Procedures ] ., o
C. Staffing * ) ‘
. .D. Facilities ’ iﬂr
P . . -
II. Program Componepnts |, s : ' ~
' A. Program Planning
B. Program Management and Administration " oo )
" €. Bilingual-Bicultural Curriculum‘and Development ) e
D. Materials Acquisition and Development .
’ . B« Staff Recruitment and Development ._ ) ’
- F. Paiant and Cummunity Involvement ’
NG, Progr;m and $tudent Evaluation
Ill: Community Impact ‘ 4. ’ ‘ ‘ -
IV. TIssues to Bilingual-Bicnltural Education oi:'fFarticular Relevance P

. M

to Site ’ o

The summary format provided a basis for examining the data across

sites and prepariné’a comprehensﬁve, comparative'analysis.

~

Following the writing of summaries, findings from,all 10 prOJects
were reviewed and compared, one component.at a time, to identify problems

and issues that seemed most significant. A discussion of the significant

:issues, supported by relevant findiﬂgsqlis presented in the Study Findings

-~ ' ; o
L) “ .
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. The resulting conclusions and recommendetiens are presented in the

. » 0 L]
- . . . .
final-section. .
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section of the present peport. These findings wereithen analyzed by the ' ‘

Bilingual A&visory.?anel, a dumher‘of consultants, and-the study staff.
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B STUDY FINDINGS . ..

- -~

. . . . t
The study findings are organized under the following general headings.

1. Program Planning .
. . P ’

2. Program Management and Administration . .

3. Bilingual-Bicultural Curriculum and Instruction

#. Materials Acquisition and Development .
T 3. Staff Recruitment and Development :
-+6. Parent and Community Involvement ’ -

.7. Community Impact

. 8. Program and Student Evaluation

Under each of these general tyheadings, a number of topics emerged as
important foci for summary and analysis of findings. Sopge topics are
unique to only one or several bilingual programs, while others are of com-

mon concern to a number of programs.

.

?rogram Planning . . . -

. As each bllingual prOJect plans’ its operatlons it must complete
Several steps. .Each project must “conduct a needs assessment; prepare g
.proposal whlch will addrkss these needs; plan a curriculum; obtain, adapt,
and develop instructional materials approprlate to the curriculum, recruit,
hire, and ttra#n staff; and gathér widespread support for the project.

These planning-and proposal development stages are part of an on—g01ng
process which occurs each year. The 10 bilingual projects visited encountered

a number of problems in- underg01ng ‘this process. These major issues are

.Alscussed under the follow1ng topic headings: . -

. (%1 .
A

e Preparation time for beginning projects; J
o }.
c o Proposal*preparation;

L2

e Budget preparation; 7 , FA )

. Funding uncertaintles,
. e -Notification of funding; N T

e Title VII and other federal program policy conflicts;

.o Title VII and desegregatlon pollcy conflicts, and

e Project continuation.

” . - .. N
A | Preparation time .for beginniné projects. Many projects had
. . ' /
- r4
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. projoected budgets to be docunented for the next proposal.
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, Prepare for the following year.

_or the project year, staff had to consider goals, nceds, problens,

insufficient time to prepare their iastructional prograns before classroom

begin. severdl Rative American projects

instructien was to For vzample,
whkre corritted to providing an 1nstruct10nal program in the school in their

\
the-local Janguagc had not .

-3

¢
IlrSt-}tdr of operation. Iu the flrst ycdr
been written; there were limited instructional materials; and the instruc-

These

tional staif were not prepared adequately for classroom instruction.
factors contributed to the inadequacy of the bilingual curriculum in the

first vear and to some criticism trom the school administrators and teach-
L ] . -

«rs. Project staff felt that much of this could have been avoided- if’ they

wire allowed to enter the classroom after some initial problems had been . R
Tesulved, © . - . . :

.

Project directors considered propusat pre-

o Proposal preparation,

paration end 1ts ‘impact on on-going work each vear to bQ a problem. They

noted that just when the teachers, curriculur and materials developers,

‘project directors, and other project staff were involved in developing the

curriculum for the gurrent year, they had to shifg their thinking and
Based on experidnce from less than-a half
and

Much t im_L_'_" and

ef fort was taken away from the project-when staff were not directlr apply-

at hand- = ’ .

ing a1l manpower-to carrying out the tasks

Another concern among projects was the changes” in Title VII regulations .
s ]

« il -
which affected proposal preparation. Notice of these changes came late in

proposal preparatlun, sometimes after the proposal had bevn prepared.

' These rggulatlons were Qften not explalncd adequatoly to project directdrs,

-

making it diffjcu’t for them to make the necessary adjustments in the pro-

pusal.
- , Ct , 3 ' : : .
e Budget preparatidon. Budget preparation Trequires careful evaluation -

of oqe's needs for the following year and preparation of meticulous cost
proioctions to meet'those needs. However, project staff noted there Were

__no equitab]e crlterla for developln midgets. One project was told wvhat

they could include, while another pro]ec5\was left unlnformed As a result,

bUd”Otb wcre ‘eut in arcas where there was a real need, w1th no explanations M

OE was too

from the Offate of Education (0E). %gveral ‘projects felt that

They indicated a need for guidance from

~

far,romoved frnm the people’

I ‘ ) X
N 8

» - s " .
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tical.

*projects nearing their fifth year of operation. .

.

Title VII, yet their travel to Washington was too expensive, thus imprac-

e Fundihg uncertainties. After the proposal was prepared and sub—

mitted, there was a long waiting period beﬁbre not1f1catlon of fundlng

was’given D1rectors noted that ‘this situation hampered 1ong.range plan-

'nfng. Staff members with famzlles to support were concerned about not .

hav1ng tbelr pos1tlons refunded, and despite their commiement to the pro-

"ject, they often accepted more stable jobs eisewhere. Also, personneTL

felt that training in specialty® areas might become obsolete if their

pos1tlons were not there the follow1ng year. Th1s was especlally true for

3

~
The Title VII funding uncertainties were also compounded by 1ocal‘

funging uncertainties. In Seattle and New York, for example, regular

school operations were dependent upon a tax levy that must be passed eachy

~ year. If the levy does not.pass, state or city support of the biiingual

‘program is in jeopardy. Consequently, a condition for continued Title VII

. -3
support might not be met. .. <

] -

e Notification of funding. For those projects whose proposal have

been approved, the notification,of Title VII funding came very late in the
school year, typically after June 30. Projects.could not hire staff for'
the following year ‘nor could work contihue on the project until funding

was secure. For example, one project was notified three weeks before the
fall term was to begin that they had begn funded. Aithough the program

had been operat1ng for a year, expans1on plans requ1ned addltﬁgnal teachers,

classrooms, materials, coordinatlon and.plannlng with sthool principals..

S

e Title VII and,other federal policy conflicts. In Seattlé, a prin-. ~

c1pa1 expressed concern over the 1mplementation of a new bilingual program
for, Ch1nese students because of conflicts that he percelved with o;her
federally—flnanced programs in the school. During the current yeat, two
kindergarten classes at the school were involved in a.Follon Through program

using the DISTAR approach to reading. For success, the Follow Through

program required that students be grouped accordiné to DISTAR specifications.

Consequently, any new pregram that inxelved different groupings for the

students would affect the existing Follow Through program. The principal
30
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was concerned that the ney bilingual program would dilute the benefits of

what was proving to be a jsuccessful Follow Through program. There was 2
A

possibility that the new |bilingual program would jeopardize the school's

of the.mandated requiremgnts. ' .

e Title VII and degegregation policy conflicts. - Integration and

busing were reported as|troublesome issues by two projects. Interpreting
and applying desegregatfion laws might create a situation in direct conflict
to the project's goal df meeting the individual needs of project children.
1

then they are segregated along ethnic lines. For ezample, if Italian

Ty

children are grouped by language dominance for bilingual imstruction,

children who are white| are grouped for italian instruction, they are
segregated from black children. When this occurs, the éesggregation law
appears to be violate¢. Project AVANTI's approach to this dilemma was to
ngUp‘children in acaflemic subjects by language dominance and ability,
thus.facilitating me ting students' educational needs. However, these
children arg not groyped for nonacademic subjects such as art, music, and

Though this project has met thlS problem sucessfully,

phy51cal education.
the federal governmeht has not provided guidelines to help federally-aided

projects cope with flederal g?licies that seemingly contradict one another.

In Rhode Island, the Portuguese have built a community around their lan-

guage. Almost all thildren in the local school are Portuguese and speak

Portuguese. Under the desegregation laws, they will now have to be bused:

outside of the community. They anticipate this situation will result in
4 . ‘
some Portuguese children being deprived of bilingual education in the inte-

grated schools where bilingual instruction is not offered.

e Project contjnuation. Title VII leg}slatibn has fequired local

"educational agenciéé (LEAs) to indicate their support for the bilingual C .

prOJects by gradually absorbing eachjyear some costs of the project. This

is not fedsible in some communities éhat do not have a tax base from which-

additional reve;sé can be sought. . L -
{ .-.g.

Each Native American project "located on réservationswandlcated”that

>

' thls situa21ou revented .LEAs from eontlnulng the bilingual projects.

Through there may be support~from local commwbitles, local &chool adnlnlstrators,

, _ 3

’ . - . ..
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A
and school boards for the bilingual projects, the individudl states or in.
. . ’ » _ .
. some cases, the Bureau of Indian Affairs makes the decisions regardirg

~ appropriations to these &chools. éi Rock Point, the local school board
oy contracts for controf of the school from the Buread.ef Indian Affei%s;
“however, there is no additional revenue for bilingual education that can
- be sought from the BIA for the DrOJect costs. L1kew15e in Maine and
, M;ntana, the Passamaquoddy and Northern Cheyenne schdels are funded from
the respectlve states, since no -focal tax revenue exists. ._ Dlzferent

-state educatlondl priorities and lack of state revenue prevent the LEAs

from aosorblng the costs of the project. SV ) N

Among Indo~-European, Asi23n and Pacific Iangueée projects, district and
. state appropriations, determlﬁe 'if bilingual prOJects would survive. In
' l.ouisiana, the local community is economically- depressed akd cannot absorb
the costs of the project. In New York, the city's present financial crisis
strongly Suggeéts cutbacks in city programs, including bilingual education.
. y

- Program Management and Administration .

1]

The major issues involved for projects in program management and

administration are discussed under the folloyiﬁg topies:

o' School support;

I3 3 - " - 3 » . &
® Acquisition of project office and classroom space; =

— e Administrative issues in serving multiple schools and districts;
and ’ . " ~ - '
- e Administrative issues in serving multiple language groups. ’
r

e Scheol support. An important issue 1n administration for bilingual

/)pr63ects is the degree of support the prOJect receIVes from the school
. ’ adpinistrators and personnel The attitudinal response frdm the school
téward the project can have a positive o; qdverse effect on many aspects
of the project. For, example, projects that 6Ed a gupportive school admin-
. ' istration and staff were successfully integrated within the total school
program. Thega was”a cooperative attitude among both project and school
staff such that the progect was develoa\\g well New ideas in changing

o o curriculum tralnlng or mater1a]s development were successfully ;ntegrated
. !

r w;th a mlulmum of chaos. - ‘ .

FRIC - : . ' o
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However where the school~administration s attitude was described as

"tolerant, " more problems prevailed. Native paraprofessionals lacked sup-
port and reinforcement from the school staff, and felt unequal to the
teachers *in the school. Change within the school was also difficult, and
the relationship between school and project administrators was strained.

Progects reported that thé support of the school for the project was a

-key factor in their successful development.

-

Other problems encountered in getting support from scho?l teachers for

the bilingual project are discussed below. -

1. DispPacement of non—bilingual teachers At several projects, the
long-range plan called for adding a grade level each year to the bilingual
program. Thus, a program which started out serving JgSt kindergarten and
first grade students would expand vertically, adding one gradé level each
year until by the s1xth year there was a bilingual class at each grade
1evel. This meant tﬂet each year'a regular class was replaced by a bilin-
gual class and that a regular teacher was displaced by a bilingual teacher.

The vertical expansion of the bilingual program was viewed as a threat 'to

“ the job security of the regular teachers. Older teachers who had viewed

their position at the schools as secure until retirement were pargicultarly
L)
threatened. fﬁis condition sometimes led to competition and a divisive

rather than a cooperative spirit between the bilingual staff and the
. . : o .
regular school staff. ' !

4

2. Instructional assistants, for bilingual teachers. When instructional
ass1stants were provided for the bilinguaf teachers while regular Eeachers

with theysame class load did not have ass1stants some tension resulted

. Project directors were sensitive to distinctions made between Title VI
A . b3 :

and - nori~Title WII teachers.  ~ ”. - "

- - . : .
3. JReleased time and special workshops for biliggual teachers, .Pol-
icies which permitted the bilingual teachers to have some released time
for visiting'Bilingual classrooms at other schdols or to attend special
worksfiops were Sometimes seen as unfair practices by regular classroom
teachers.' Regular teachers felt that they shouldhave similar beneﬁits
since they had equal responsibilities. ' .
' ¢ ’ . '

‘ ‘- ~ "'353":
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) Acqu151tlon of Project office and classroom space. - Whlle most pro-

9]

Jects had 11tt1e dlfriculty in securing the necessary space for proJect
operations, two Natlve American proJects had a dlfferent situation. Be-
_calse several federal prOJects were operating in the school and on the .
reservation, there were no office or work facilities for project staff.
. Consequently, the project's first most costly acquisition had to be a
mobile trailer, where curriculum ahd materials development and project

administration weyre conducted. N
C 1Y

‘In‘anocher Native American project, there was no additional ciassroom
space where bilingual-bicultural c1asges could take place. Since .the
tribe wanted only native children,learning the native language, separate
facilities _were necessary. Under the Johnson 0' Malley Act funds were.

. " '~ secured for a-mobile classroom located be51de the school
1 -
] R

. ® Administrative issues in serving multiple schools and districts.

Extensive travel,’ 1ts costs, and its impact on 1nd1v1dual schools were the .
major issues among p;OJects sé?blng multiple schools and districts. Pro-
ject SUN prov1des bilingual educétion in five districts for three language
* groups: Spaﬂish, Ute, andlﬁaVajo. 'The central‘projecc office is located
in Cortez, €olprado; however, the schools are as far as 75 miles awvay from
the main office As a result, che project director is limited to traveling
. to each sIte 6n1y once a manth because of the distance of §chools from one
another apd the amount of administrative paperwork 1nvolved 1p ‘operating
- the 1arg proJect. Project instructional staff in each school must work
autonom usly, using the central ditle VII, proJect office as a.service -
organiza®™on to provide whatever helb, advice, tra1n1ng, and aterlals are
needed. However, this creates an addltloﬁa13burden on the 1oeal native

»

instructors who l#ck the necessary tra1n1ng to always work aldﬁe.

- In Alaska where there are progranms in some 72 different rural'villages,

‘\ ‘ - "instructional staff at each echool éely on support services pravided by
the Alaska State Operated School System's (ASOSS) regional office and the
central off1ce in Anchorage. \Desplte thlS available assistance, the iso-

e lation of villages and the difficultyz sometimes impossibility, and expense

S‘ toe oﬁ'travel make it difficult to aid local sites extensively. OQut of nec—, -

“ essity, an autonomous situation for staff in these programs is created,

L~

requiring that the local” school and sﬁaff develop much of their own

2 P

ERIC o , . : }
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. materials and solvé their own local -problems.

'3
t .

In Project AVANTI, the director was able to visit each of the three |
. ° ~ . ’ s ' .
schools once a week andemaintain frequent telephone contact with an on-

This approach was successful in’avoiding and solvin
P &

site coordinator.

problems created by an off-site admipistrator. o -

e Administrative issues in serving multiple language groups. Projects

serving more than two language groups had unique concerns. For example,

the Project SUN's director noted the following concerns: ’

Jd. Experts in Ute and Navajo culture are needed. The project cannot

;make decisions which affect 'these tribes without -consulting them, and

parents do not always know what is acceptable to the tribe. Among the

’

Ute people, there are many concerns regarding the use of the language and

culture in the schdol. Primarily, they fear the languake and culture will’

be misused by non-Utes. ¢

-
.

2.. Each language group needs separate coordination of programs since

each has its unique needs.

- ’ -

This projéct and others found it necessary to rely on community com-

N
-

mittees and 1nd1v1dua1 community liaisons to aid the prOJccts in providing

appropriate b111ngoji;9;tultural education programs fo meet the communltles

3. }One set of oJPriculum objectives has been pf»pared for all schools

unique needs.

in the project, which cross all Ianguage groups, buifsome objectives are

1md1v;dua117ed to - __.

schools ang language groups. 1’} T

5
J
2 $ry
‘ 2 A

fiot appropriate for all and need further work to be

[}

Bilingual-Bicultural Curriculum and -Instruction, .
B T = M . - G 15

. 17 ? .
Efforts in planning, administration, staff .and ?terials development,
. ~ . A4 -

community involvement, and evaluation are aimed at ;oViding the most

. effectlve bilingual-bicultural educatlon program to meet,the ggucatlonal

11ngu1stlc' and cultutal needs of the proJect 's target populatlon.. The

most 1mportant focal points of these efforts are, thﬁ blllngual bicultural

issues found in alf

As a result, the ma]o

currlrvlum and instruction.
the othfr components ultlmately affect this one Qonént, and in many .
instances, the other problems serve to weaken th? i

. ' R Ty 3
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curriculum and instruction, .

' While issues from ail components nverlap ?nd intersact one another, .
. for discussion purposes they have been artificially classified. The most

" pressing issues of the bilingual-bicultural curriculum and instruction are
those which deal with the effect of lack of resources, such as-materials

_and staff. The discussion of these issues will be presented in detail

- .
within the components of materials acquisition ‘and development and staff

recruitment and development.

In this section of the f%ndinés,’the major issues of the bilingual-

bicultural curriculum and instruction are discussed under the following 1(»
topics: ) & . . . ~

'

e {ultural and linguistic considerations of students participating

LY
in projects; . N

* \
. Qoals of bilingual-bicultural education;‘

e Bilingual-bicultural curriculum and instructional approaches;

~ .

e  Bilimgual-bicultural curriculum resources;

-\'.

Culture®and curriculum; and

e Differences in language learning. *

e Cultural and linguistic considerations of students participating

7in Rro]ects. The students part1c1pat1ng in the 10 bilingyal prOJects
repreSented a wide range of cultural backgrounds and linguistic ability.
In prOJects situated in urban areas, a maJo%{ty of the target studeifts
were monqllngual in their native language, because of the large influx of
recent 1mmigrants into tﬁﬂ\SltleS New arrlvals generally mqve gp areas
‘wheré there is a common language, and as a result, there is 11tt1e uge of
Engllsh ln these communities. Children enter school virtually monollngual
speakers of their€nat1ve 1anguage. o ’,

51kew1se*_in Native American reservations or villages where native

péople are isolated from the Anglo towns and influences, the majority of

" the children who enter school speak only their gative language.. In the

Rock Point Bilingual sfducation Program, Navajo children live in a total

NavaJo soc1p—linguist1c environment. There is little motévation or environ-

mental pressure ‘to use English, Since students ore exposed to very llmited

English dﬁring the school day, the maJority of students remain primarlly

“ g . . -

’ iBES e -

~
-
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Navajo speakers throughout their school years._ These situations Create ‘

an acute need for rgcognition and use of the native language and culture

-in che school ] i .

When the Native Americans leave the reservation, they are in a similar -
position as iﬁhigrant families. They move to a community where there are /
other native speakers, often these are relatlves and friends. One of the
51tes v151ted was prov1d1ng bilingual-bicultural educatlon in a community
}argely populated.by off-reservation NavaJos. The students within the
projeet had a wide range of English and Navajo-speaking background. Those .
who wete recent arrivals from the nearby ﬂavajo reservation were_ptimarily
mopolingual speakers of Navajo. .Other Navajos who had been residents of

. the community longer either spoke or understood Navajo‘ The transition

‘ - from the Navaﬁo reservation to this off-reservation community was greatly

facilitated by the bilingual education'project. . ’
. In many of the projects, however, a majority of rget students had

11m1ted Engllsh speaalng ab111ty. The dominant 1ang:§ge in the home was -

‘other than English, though students were exposed to an English-speaking

environment in school, ‘in local towns, or through'television. Project

directors noted that stueents_learn a different form of English in their . r

community, often a combination of English and their native language.

Thls creates limited English usage. These students often function as slow

-

. learners brlnClpally because of previous limited gxposure to the standard

Engllsh on which the regular program is structured. -
4

e -

Several projects had a majority of students who were.primariiy English

*

speakers, but who spoke a differe t English dialect. 1In these communities,

5 -
the home or commumity environment encouraged English speaking, but it was

a variant'form of English that was encouraged. Project staff reported that

stu@edts were reluctant to talk to teachers and their English—speaking .
peers beeause of their accent or English. Further, selﬁeconcept and |, ) -
" achievement were adversely affected. Project diredtors and teachers felt .
, ‘ it was necessary to provfde b111ngua1 -bicultural instructlon for these . c*

. children as its equ1pped them with skllls necessary to foster standard

’ I

English and helped them develop a %osltlve self-concept. e o

e oals of bilingual-bicultural education. - The goals of bilingual-

’
. ; . N

. . - *

~.. ¢ . . :
o ' ‘13 7 * ’
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first goal was to prov1de native chlldren with successful educatjional

experiences relevant to their language and culture.:’ Inherent within this
. goal was the devflopment of a positive self- concept and an apprec1at10n Lf

and maintenarice of ties with their cu}tural heritage. 2) The ‘second goa} ",
v . N
was to provide children with the necéssary skills to functien suceessfullyﬁ -
- in an English-speaking enviroament. N e TR Ty f:

Yhile the first goal was common among, projects,vthe'second goal.ﬁeried . _1
among projects in terms of the extent to which it was reached. For example,k
all projects wégt asked to déscribe cheir projects according to Fishman ~ "%

and Lovas®™ (1970) categorles of b1]1ngua£}educatlon patterns, which are ¢

described as follows:

’ - -
.

1. Transitional bilingualism: In programs of this nature, the mother . :
tongue is used only until the. chlldren adjust to school and are able to-

follow the academic subjects 'in the second language. R s
~ © :

2. Wonollterate b111ngua11sm' Programs of this nature hEGé as a goal SN
the development of oral language in the mother tongue and the second lan-
.guage, but reading vis taught only in the second, language. Programsxwith
thfs kind of orieotation represént an ﬂntermediete stage between ianguagc‘

shif't and language maintenance. ;

3. Partial bilingualism' Programs of this natyre have as 4n objec- . .
tive fluency!um 11teracy in both languages, but llteracyﬂ1n the mother T
‘onbue is 11m1ted to.somé content areas, preferably those that have direct

relation to the culture of the 11nguls§ié«group )

4, Ful;\kilingualésm,ﬂ-ln prograpms ﬁhere full bLllnggalism is. €he maln

1

goal, students ,are taught all sk1lls in both 1anguages in ail domalns.- ‘ .

4 ! .
xable A indicates how the 10 prOJects chdracterized their bilingual

'programs. Some projects charactérize selves 1n mora{%ﬁan one cate— .

gory indicating a broader range of goals. -
4

Although Reck Peint Bilingual Bducation Program indicated it was : Y
‘ . 4
working toward full b111nguallsm, not all cubgect areas can be taught in Lt

both English and NavaJo. Somo subject areas, such as science and soc1al

studies, must be taught On[y in Navajo because students are not proficient

‘ 27 ' ) ) ) -cl

ERIC". . : ' - L

s . - ' -
e . . v




T L Range

~

TablefA

of Project Goals
&

7 -

Projeet Sites

Current bilingual education
)

patterns

“ Tran-. r,Mono— A

T sitional literate Partial

Full

Alaska-State Operated

-~ School Sistem.

- N

.o
1.2,
k) ‘:

- Northern Cheyenne

’ Bilingual Education Program . , i

3.

-

Project SUN

UG,

Rock P01nt Bilingual --=
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enough in English to take advantage of science taught’ in Englishﬂ Proficiency
in’ English often is not achieved until students are in the eighth or ninth

Also, some soc1al studies concepts*regardlng Navajo culture cannot

-

tion reflect a philosophy which is cons1stant W1th a bilingual -bicultural




approach, but it also places the responsibiiity for determining the specific .
[ ) -

project gbjective for.a given school on the regional superintendent, school

staff, advisory gchool board, and 1ocai~community. The end result is that

bilinglial education goals and approaches vary widely from school to school.

Two of the projects indicated Ehat their preseht bilingual education
pattern does not reflect thelr ultimate goals._ Northern Cheyenq@ Bilingual
Education Program is attemptlng to work toward full bilingualism, and Project

'SUh is working toward language malntenance‘ Their proBlems in wr1t1ng the
'natlve 1anguages and in the subsequent related areas of materials develop—
ment, curriculum development, and training of teachers make it d1fficu}; at
this time to reach their goals, but they envision\b gradual process toé?rd.

them. . . )

o ] e Bilingual-bicultural curriculum and instructional approaches. The

approaches utilized in the 10 projects were developed based on the linguistic ;
pégterns of the participating ch?lgren, thei} needs, and the instructional '
philosophy of the project. Though bilingual apprpaches varied, they can be
described in three basic catego;ies: for primarily monolingual speakers,

for children limited in English-sﬁeak{ng ability, and for children whose

L

f1rst\language is prlmarlly a varlant form of English. -

, 1. Bilingual 1nstruct10n for primarily monolingual speakers In pro{;
jects where- the majo;}ty'qf children participating in the pEOJeCt were Qf
moaolingual épeakers of:tﬁe native language, the approaches were similar.
Starting in kindergarten, the medium of instruction was the native language.
All new concepjs weqe'introduced in the native language, while someﬂoral
English instruction was provided in English'as a Second Language (ESL)
class. As students developed more Engllsh language comprehen51on, they
yere introduced to readlng and wrltlng in English, transferrlng skills -
learned 1n their nat1Ve 1anguage. English usdge was also increesed 1n. ’,
other subJecE/greas, although the natlve language was used to reinforce
these subJect areas.’ With this as the b851c foundation,_ teaching strategles
Evere found to be noticeably different among projects.: For example, in
;u ) ’ Project AVANTI, tirst aﬁd.secoqd grade students in ena school participated
in a pilot study in which they received one-half day instruction in English' .

from an English-dominant bilingual tfeacher and.one-half day in Italian from
. ] '
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e an Itallanedom1nant bilingual -teacher. Two separate classrooms were used >
- . for the two languages The teachers felt that this. spatial determination
b - -
- . of language gsage decreased the amount of confusion students experienced -
w35 a resulr of usrng two languages. . . ' - ’ . -

- ~ .
» » N .

‘In Rock Point B111ngual Educatlon Program, a ﬁavaJo language teacher

- s -

(NUI) taught only in the Nayajo and an Engljsh.language teachers(ELT) -
taught "only in énglish.. This teamQQeaching approach topk place simulta- .
.- neocusly in one 'classroom, with'teachef”'workdng separately but cooperatibely .

. at opposite ends-of the same classroom. ~The ELT was essentlally 4 forelgn

~

_languuge teacher, prov1d1ng instruction in Engllsh as a foreign language

o

- and any'mathematlcal concepts wh1ch already have been imtroduced in Navajo
_;‘ by the NLT. Gradually.%he pattern’reversed in the upper grades, and. stu-
dents were introduced and requ1red to use more English. However, the

. havaJo language was maintained and zelnforeed. This approach p]accd .
greater emphagis and 1mportante on the\gguality ‘of two teachfrs the two

teachers working. together as a twé-language team instead of & subordinate

- v ’ -

. ‘ relation_between an\English language teacher and a-Navajo language_alz;/

R > Bilingual instruction for children of 11m1ted an]lsh speakin

ability. The majority of the 10 ptolects had children who were limited m

hY
in their £nglish- speaklng ability. Because children COuld cohmunlcate in

.

‘ bofhglanguages, thou h in limited degrées//there was more. f;exlblllty in

'teaching strategies. Dependlng on the stuﬁe*ﬁs"”b1l1ty and read1ness,

‘ un1ts .of instruction were prov1ded in both Enﬂllsh and the natlve ]mnguate
Y ’ - - -
Most prOJects followed an establlshed currlc"Tﬁmuor set of performance . .

L. obJeCtlves, resulting.in parakiel curr1cu1um gontefit in both 1anguages

Ve

. The local culture was 1ncorpkrated into the curriculum; especially -in lan-
Ed -

guage arts andpsoc;al studies. In schools that dsed district—adopted textss 7.

|’ ;
; 'alnstructron 1n the cuLtural history or her1tage was limited to locally ,)

developed Instructlonal materlals which were relevant ‘to the local culture

- . - 4

¢« & and, wh1ch served to augment the established. curr1cu1a. v .o . s

A . /,The medium of 1nstruct10n used in thé clagsrooms vdried w1th sub]ect

.matéer and with the language ab111ty of the stadents and’ teachers. ﬂost :p’.

" - Pprajects had 1n each classroom an Lngl1sh dgmlnant teacher and a’ nat1ve - .

Al

-, tedcher pr parapro:essrgnal _ The English- domenant teacher taught l1ngmage
e S . .o . e - —

t

s - .o .
P . . - . . »
. . . .

r » - g -
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arts, social studies, science, and.ofath 'in English, while the native teacher .
taught language arts _and social studies in the native language, also rein-
forcing-the other subjects in the native language. The native teacher also

1
provided individual instruction or small group instruction as needed.

> ¢

In some schools, the lacx of natiye teachers for each classroom re- '
quired a different approach. In these schools, a team of native ceachers or
instructors either rotaged among classrooms or, took students by grades out

of the regular classroom for Qilingual -bicultural 1nstruction. A major .
° disadvantage of thi's apptogch was that it did not allow for reinfortcement
\and continuity‘of subéects taught by either the regular classroom teacher -
oF the native teacgzr. > ’ o .

3. Bilingual instruction for English—speaking children. Séveral pro-

jects had childnpn who were primarily Engllsh speakers though they came
from non-English dominant homes dr’ from env1ronments where a %griant dialect
of English was spoken. These prOJects sought to retain sometimes restore,
the native language, to* provlge children with successful experiences in
their native language‘and culture, -t o develop self-concept, and to encourage

. - ?

the use of standard English. /

The approach utilized focused on oral 1anguage'development. Basic
vocahglary concepts were,introduced using culturally relevant naterials.
When students had deuelopéd some facility in the various sounds in the! .
Rative language through vocabulary building, they were introduced to the
-~ written form of the languagé*(when the language was writtenfiand to struc-
tural pattefns of the language. ﬁegause the medium of instrucnion fer the ,
~~most_part was English there was often difficulty in making adequate trans—
‘\lations from the native language into English .since trans1ations from some
. native languages are quite difficult. Also, thq_llmits of this app;oach i
are that only p’eces of the native language are learned " In one, community,
parents felt children should learn usable phrases and ‘sentences in the

-native language, 1nstead of merely Vocabulary words._. - .

oo In two proJects, an’ orthography had not been. established at the beg1n— .
‘ning of the. prnject thus the instructional approach was véry limited.
Wlthout an orthography,-#ﬁcahulary enrmchment and development of culfural

arts "and crafts were the aole basis of thc curr1culum»’ The native 1nstrqc—_

tors experienced some ﬁtustration at the lack of concrete materials or .

AT ' .
. . L
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stimuli to aid students ig graspidg ghe language concepts. Further, the

scurriculum was established on a piecemeal basis»since curriculum content ', -

depended greatly on the linguist s and mater1a1s developer s ability to

prepare the appropriate materials. ' e . ’
- v ‘ *

e Lack of resources. One maJor issue re1ated to bilingual ‘curriculum .

and 1nstruction was the lack of instructional materials to augment the

> - .

b111ngual curriculum. Since native teachers lacked trainihg in materials ‘ .

. . -

development, additional specialized personnel were necessar§ to help pre-

pare the -curriculum, to acquire and develop materials, and to train teachers

in other’ needed areas. -

. <
*

Lack of resources also presented a major problem in vertical expansion

. - .

* of the bilingual program. Without an adequate base for the bilingual cur- ‘

riculum in the. lower grades, proJects felt it was” futile %o try to expand
the curriculum. To accommodate the needs of students in tﬁe upper grade
levels, bicultural activities were usually provided. _Though inadequate in
éerms of meeting student needs, this approach was necessary until the

curricula in the lower grades were more fully developed.

-

e ‘Culture and curriculum. All projects agreed-it was necessary to’

incorporate the culture of the native people into the curriculum, but there
were several Native American communities thag,felt the project and-school
1 ol [ -

should not deal with subjects which were tonsidered sacred to the t;ibe:

.

In these projects, a community—based school oaid or committee °decided .

which aspects of their culture and heritage could be presented in the school.

-

In Rock Point Bilingual Education Program, the all-Navajo school board
determlnes what cultural aspects may be included in the curriculum, both

for English and’ Navajo curricula. In the past the distinctions betwqen

'

traditionalist$ and Navajo Christians. The Navajo 4chool board now,con;

siders all subject matter to avoid antagonizing eithes the traditionalists
4

. . -

L] .
or Christians {n the community. - . . .
. - ‘ .

4

In Project SUN, the Ute Mountain Ute tribe had in the past forbidden’ =~ .. IRy
Anglo children from being included in the bilingual #nstruction because the
tripe felt that their native 1anguage and culture might be further abused.

A recent change in attitude among the people will enable non-Ute children

- . o, . - )
- . - ) ' S
. ‘. (9 .
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to be included in the languase classes next year; however, cultural content

within the’ curriculum will continye to be regulated by the tribe.

5 » >
“eo- Differences in lang Buaze Jearning. Which specific method of bilin- !

- M = I - a 3 ‘ - - 4
gu§1-blcu1tural insfruction to produce the most pogitive results in unknown.

-

. L]
Lach project uad its own variation.. However, projects reported that the

- P -
v, native lanzuage shotild be the first language of iastruction. The advantages

of this approach are best illustrated in the Rock Point Bilingual Education

Progranm. s .
*» . .

5 - «

§ * - . . ~ M . s . - .
In this project, all Xavajo children enter school as primarily Navajo

speakers.  wearning English for these children, is very difficult due tothe

- ' many differences in learning Navajo and English. For example, .the Nava%n :
wnlttc% ;ystcv is based on 13 letters, all of which are very consistent
- in sounds. However, the Faglish alphapet has 26 letters:imost of these )
sounds are toreign to Navajo. Thesh are the "r," "f " "v," and "q" sounds.
. Be‘ause of the difficulty children have with these soundq, the English alpha-
bet is not introduced until the second grade or when the children have
'masterid some Navajo wgrd'attark skills. Algo, the Navajq language has 2
. shape génder bu{ no masculink/fcmipinc gender, has no anective articles,
and'nq'hard "ed" or "t" endings. These areas are of ‘particular difficulty
to young children. Furthermore, it was pointed out that children who func-
tion in‘Navajo find the use of English limiting since it does not have as’ '
: wide a rang; of'flexibility as Navajo. &s a'resulf, qul%sh reading intro;'
duced later seems to facilitate a tendency toward better reading in word
attack skills and comprehension. .This approach further provides continual -~ .

concept development in Navajo, wHich can be later transferred into English.
-~ “ & . . . ? ‘e

< .

] - . . PRSP . 3
. Materials Ach}sxt1on and Development ' )

A key concern of all blllngual educatlon projects regardless 6f the

native language, and one that .consumes a great ‘deal of staff time and .
. energy, is the vaUISltlon and development of instrdctional materials wnxch
are relgvant and meanlngrul to the children being taught. For all of the
10 pro;ectq the general problem of ohtalnlng appropriate instructional

materials was a significant one. When materials could not be obtalned

. projects developed their instructional materials and/or adapted other mater-

L
jials for native language instruction. The issues involved in these processes

» ’ -
N .

o ’ . ’33
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T e Dialect differemces; : —_—— e - - -

are discussed under the_foilowing topic areas:
. l "
e Acquisition of fcommercially-produced instructional-materials;

.

e Acquisition of materials produced Sy other biliﬁgﬁal-projects;5 .

e Orthography development;

8

e "Bpecial service and dissemination centers; and . -
-
e Costs for developing materials. . .

" Acquisition of commerc1a11y-g;oauoed instructional materials. Most

N J

teachers rely on commerc1ally-produced materials as the core of their in-
structlonal programs For .teachers who use English as the medium of )
instruction with English-speaking chlldren, there is an anndance of mater-
ials to draw trom, so that reviewing and selectlng from what is avallable
-is itself a malor task in planning a curr%culumu' For teachers who use .
_languages other than English as a med;um of instruction, the situation is
strikingly different. For most languages, there is very little material ) -
available, and for o;hers there is none.\ Those non-English materials .
which are available are typically prop&ted odtg;de of the United States .
‘involving considerable time (often months) and expense in obtaining them
even bqforé it can.be determinéarhow useful they will bes For ?os; project;,

materials obtained outside of the United States need extensive modification A

A
- -

before they can be used.
o ‘ -

The problems in the ava11ab111ty and adequacy of commerc1ally—produced

materials are well, documented by the following experlences of the 10 prOJects.
While" some commerc1ally—produced materlals are avallable in the Navajo
language, for most Natlve Amerlcan prdjects, including Inupiat Esklmo,
Northern Cheyennk, Passamaquoddy, and Ute, commercially-produced instruction- ‘
al matefials in the native languages simply ‘do not eiisg. “In the Inupiat
Eskimo project in Noo;vik, Alaska, the.oniy materials at hand were Bible
translations frém Ehglish to Inup%at éskimo that had been prepared by

. . ’ ) . 4
.linguists associated with the-local Quaker church. .

, Some Navajo instructional materials are available commercially from

several .centers such as’ the Diné Bi' Olta' Asseciation (DBA) Dissemination

Center, Blanding Indian Education Center., and Navéjo Community College, as

. well as from other Navajo bilingual projects. The two Navajo projects
45 g
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visited had different experiences with the use of these materials. In’
Project SUN, the director fe;t the materials were adequate for their ﬁhr-
poses, primarily because the brojec: d;d.not have the Navajo.laﬂghage
experts to develop Navajo mater;als'locally. However, the Rock'Poiﬁt
Bilingual prOJect was unable to use most of these materlals 1n helplng

students learn to read because they dld not reflect the progect s phllosophy,
- . o

were not sequenced for instruction, and did not have curriculum guides for

teachers. Rock P01nt‘d1d.make use of those adequately-wrltten materials | A

‘ 7 for studeats ho have learned to read. For this reason, most of their

efforts have been to develop léarning-to-read materials.

An additional concern in the Rock Point project was the inadequacy of
commercial materials for English language instruction. English language
teachers ‘'were dependent on ESL materials which were outdated, hlghly
‘structured, and reflected cultural experiences foreign to N&vajo chlldren.
Although better ESL materials were needed, .the project felt it was more-
important and practigal to devclop Navajo larguage materials than to try

to rewrite tHe ESL texts. . . B

. » Projects inveolving Chinese. French, Italian, Pilipino, andePortuguese
languages encnuntered many similar types of problems in the acquisition of
commercial mater1a1s. Most materials had to be obtaiﬁed from the mother . ,
country, éﬁlch involved delays in orders and hlgher costs. thgreater --
importance, .however, was the extensive adaptation and supplementary develop- -

' ment that was required before these materials could be used in th;s'country.
Gencral iroblens included the relevance of the content for students living .
in the United States, the language structire, and the sophlstlcat;on of

™ ' materials.. Some of the problems noted by various project staff are d1s-

cussed below.
% >

. .- - 4"
1. Materials from France, Hdng Kong, Italy, the Philippines, and

* _ Portugal often had a religious or pplitical ofientation of }he mother
- - ’ a

country. , o * R . ) ‘ -

2. Materials had‘a sophisticated level of vocabulary beyond the grade
level for whioh they were intended. In Italy and France, the ‘curticula

for age/#rade levels did not conform in content ér objectives to curricula .

and learning objectives in the'bilingual education programs. .

Q . ! . .
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L é. Most bilingual projeéts must mé€et the same curriculum requirement
, for content that nom~bilingual classrooms have. For this reason, the state
or locdl education agencies have established approved textbook lists from
which books can be seiected. The imported, textbooks were not on this ap-
proved lisg, severely 1imitin§ the use of impgrted materials.
. . = -

- 4, ;Math materials from other countries were not comparable to those -
needed in biiingqal programs,. The major concern was that modern math was .
not included. -

5. Materlals from France d1d not contain a cultural und rstandlng'or -
cultural heritage approprlate to the French—Amerlcans'or Acadians. Some \\
materials from Canada more closely approximated French-Amerlcan experience,

yet their materials were limited as well, since they too have just begun

b111ngual educatiori efforts. ~-. - 3

‘
(..’» .
. ~ 5

g 6. When using materials ;rom the mother country, teachers often were

. £
- required to ad 1ib and make on-thezspot translatlons. . .

¢ - . - ¢ -

7.. French materials were highly structured and taught towards an

-

examlnatlon wh1ch in France, determines whether or not a student will

contlnpe in school. Thls approach confllcted with the educatlonal philosophy

-
-

i ‘of the projects. . . ' ' - .

8. Most foreign materials were not'visibly attractive, had few pic-

- turés, and werg often not accompanied by workbookg or teacher guides.

v

I .
9. Materials from Brazil had variations ingspelling and pronunciations

. ) .
which differed from Portuguese used in Providdnce.. This often confused R
»students. . -~ . T~ T

“
- .

e Acquisition of materials produced by other bilingual projects. In

A .
efforts to match resources to,needs, all*of the projects indicated they had

reviewed at least_ ‘some materials,produced“by other bilingual projects. Most .

.

pro}ects further indicated that they had _benefited in some way from these

>

, materials. These benefits i#cluded getting ideas for developing their own
e

] mater1a1s, providing some ba51c materials that Could be modified and made
- - suitable .for usg in ‘their, programs, or providing supplemental materials
' that could be used in the classroom. , How. useful materials produced by one

project were for another project was very much dependent upori whether or

/z"' * . . . /' 47 : . . . ) .
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" not the two projecta served the same or similar langgagee.

Several projects did find aaterials Hevelooed in other projects most
useful., Project SUN relied heavily on the Navajo materials developed by
DBA Dieeeminagion Center, by the other Navajo bilingual projects, and by
the .Blanding Indian Education Center in Blanding, Utah. The Portuguese °
Bilingual Education Program was also able to utiliae materials from other

Portuguese bilingual projects in Massachusetts and Rhode Island.

Teachere in Cainese-language inetrdction of thé BABEL project were *. .
able to uee materials that were initially developed by the Title VII pro- .
ject in San Francisco, but only after modifications were made to meet their
own unique needs. One problem they experienced was that lessons and mater-
iale designed for a glven grade level in the San Francisco program were ) l

too difficult for their children, especially the first grade materials.

At the time that sfte visits were made to the’ Seattle program, the
curriculum developer and other support staff for the Chinese and Filipino _
componente had just- been hired. The Filipino staff were in the process of ,
trying to find aample materials but had an additiénal proble% in that there

. were nd other bilingual education projects to -serve as models.

L4

The French, Italian,_and Portugdeee prdgrame aad‘been highly involved
in sharing materials. The Lafayette program shared its materials with other
French programs in Louisiana and New England, and these programs seemed to
have an effective network bf communication. Materials and techniques were
disseminated t“;ough informal teacher exchange, formal conferencee, and .

) through Service de Liaison, a dissemination center located in New Hampshire.

To meet the need for- inetructional materiale, the AVANTI ‘staff has .
adapted,. created, developed and translated many games, workbooks, tests, . ,

- . tapes, flashcards, and.techniques for, use in the classrooms. The ptoject, . .

director, resource tedchers,- curriculum specialists, classroom téathers,

é
and paraprofessionals all participafed in developing materials. Thesé
materials were shared with other Italian progxams in New York.
The Portuguese program in Providence shares its curriculum materiale . 5
with neighboring Portuguese bilingual projects in Fall River, Pawtucket,
and Bristol. The director and other staff members are in constant contact
with other projects. The neighboring Portuguese programs in Rhode lsland P
- 1 . ’
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and Massachusetts share teachef tra1n1ng works pis materlals, university

courses, and educatlonal approaches.

v

-In Alaska, materials are produced by the : 0 Language Workshop;

located in Bethel fOr the Yupik programs and bbfthe Alaska State Operated

School System's central office staff for the inupiat program. In add1t10n,
materials are produced by native language 1ns8:uctors at the varieus school
sites. Although their locally-developed materlals are shared at occasional
workshops, it is not a regular pract1ce,,poss;b1y because of the isolation

and autonomy of the v111ages. : . .

e Orthography development.- Formal education in the United States,

using English as a medium of instruction, has involved the use’ of both &
spoken and written tradition of the 1anguagef1n a classroom Situation, with
the teacher as a model and_ facilitator of learning. ‘Likewise, formal

education using Cﬁlnese, French “Italijan, P111pino, or- Portuguese as the

. medium of 1nstruction'has involved the use of both spoken and written forms

of the language in a classroom situation. In contrast, traditional educa-

tion for most Native Americans has involved 1earning an oral tradition

developed over hundreds of years and passed off to children in daily un® ' )
structured learnlng situations, with varlous members of the tribe or village .

playing key roles at _different times.

v

The b111ngua1 b1cultural-approach to educatlon has been attemptlng to »
find ways of making these two educational tradltlons ‘work tagether for the

benefit of the children. One imporfant step in that direction has been the

-ldevelopment of ,writing systems for the trad1t10nal Native American 1anguages,

so that what children have-learned ghrough the oral trad1tions before com1ng
to school can be reinforéed and. contlnued at échool, and so that new con-

cepts and ideas can be presented;W1thout first having .to learn a new-language.

The ‘Navajo and Yupik Eskimo languages were most-advanced in terms of : ..

14

having an orthography and having developed materials that could be used in

bilingual-bicultural educatlon c1assrooms. For the other Native American

- languages, including Northern Cheyenne, Passamaquoddy, and Ute, practical

orthographies have only recently been developed, and the development of

materials has just begun. - . ’ . ' )

Although the Navajo language has ‘been written for over 40 years,, it,

r
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was not until the last decade that a concentrated effort’to develop Navajo

mate;ials was made. Consequently, few community members are familiar with- .
the™Navajo written form” making Navajo literacy a rare exception. There

are some Navajo-developed materials but these are mostly storybooks and
manipulative materials, which are 1mportant supplemental materials but not
sufficient to use as the foundation for a bilingual-bicultural curriculum.
Since most Navajo teachers have had, little experience in teaching or formal °

education in general, their present need is for sequenced lessons with .

. .

teacher guides. .
. @ *4

Among the 20 major‘language_dialects ser;ed by the Alaska State Operated.
Schools, most orthographies have either recently been developed orzare in
the process of being developed.. This has ‘created numerous problems. For
some language dlalects, no attempt has been made to develop a written system
for their language; for others, orthographies were attempted by early mis- - .
sionaries, primarily as an aid to'dhristianizing the lotal native people. )
These early attempts to write the native languages met w1th various degrees s
of success. Often, hoWever, the earlier—developed orthographies misrepre- '
sented important ‘aspects of the language or were not based on sound linguis-
tic princ1p1es. For these reasons, extensive revision of the orthographies
was needed before they could be used as a basis for deVeloping instructional
material for bilingual programs. Another problem was that samg otathe
local native' people haye become familiar with these early orthographies and
tend to resist efforts to modify them or to develop new ones, because this
would make existing translations inappropniate. In addition, there have e
been differences of opinion among modern 11ngu1sts as to the best ways of

handling different language peculiarities. Thus, native people have learned

that what linguists develop is not always perfect; and this has led tb a
questioning of the léng—range value and authenticity of the Adinguists’ work.

l

.In Alaska, there are many d1fferent languages and language dialects

that‘have not been written. This creates the need for types of expertise.

" First, fluent knowledgeable spea rs of these languages are needed to prof

vide a basis for a program. Second, persons trained in linguistic techniques
are required to systematize and standardize tHe language so that it can be
taught as a curriculum subject. 1In the village of Atmautluak, “the Centraly
Yupik dialect is spoken by the greatest number of speakers by far of .any of

. ) 50
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the major dialects spoken by ‘Alaskan natrives. Considerable work has already

L3

been done in developing a written form of Central’ Yupik. In addition, the
Eskimo—Language WOrkshop, now attached to the Kuskokwim Community College
in Bethel, Alaska, has been active in developing materials and training
staff for bilingual education programs involving the Yupik dialect For
most other dialects, extensive work needs to be done in the way of developing . .
materials. The project staff reported that orthographies must be developed .

for other languages before a~feal effort at creating instructional materials

can begin.

The Northern Cheyenne Bilingual Education Program began in 1971, with
no’ acceptable practical orthography, no authoritative materials for teachers
and students to, work with, and no Cheyennes- with the skill _necessary to
write the language. As a result, it was necessary to bring in a linguist -4 =»
who, with community. 1nfornants, could develop an orthography Thg oroblém
“in making the transition from the long oral tradition to a written form
has been compounded by a distrust of outsiders and Anglo ways. It has beén
difficuit.for Cheyennes to visualiéé_a\tradition that has always been oral/
aural. Some elders do not wish to have their oral traditions changed, as ’

they feel that much wouid be lost by havtng their oral traditions written

A
1)

. and distributed.

%here were other problems in the development of the Cheyenne ortho-
graphy. Cheyenne is notleasily translated, and Cheyenne-English translations
are extremely difficult for those who cannot speak.or understand Cheyenne. _
'Furthermore, variations in the Chéyenne language have developed over cen-

ince there are at ledst three

T) turies, so there is no standard Cheyenne

identified dialects, a major task for the ]ingu1st was to develop a writing

L n"‘- [

%ystem which accommodates all the dialects and variations in the’ language.

Theproject staff noted that two factors have proved most successful:

-

‘close communication with elders -in the community and sound linguistic
- techniques. N ’ : . !
When the Wabnaki Bilingual Program first began four years ago, they

encountered many of the.same challenges as the Northern Cheyenne project.

Some of the major problems encountered in the development of.the Passama- ,' —

qooddy-orthography were as follows:
) o1 :

‘f' -40-__. N




1. The language has changed much with the 1ntroduction of Anglo words,
and there are many variations of words Hence, it is difficult to get an
accurate reading of the langdage. .Furthermore, among a people who have
relied upon the oral traditions as a means of perpetuating.the culture,
language in its written form was not felt to be natural. Their solution
to this dilemma has been to tape-record the persons telling the story, and
to transcribe the stories phonetically using the established orthography.,
Instead of correcting grammar and personal pecu11ar1t1es in speech, the

'

materials developers are now trying to maintain as much-of the oral tradi—

tions as possible.

2.. Taping and transcribing of the language is a long and difficult

process. Since many community elders must be involved in this’ process, the

staff must respect théir free time. Because the project can offer no com- |

pensation for their time and work, the work is slowed down.

. .
. R . . . . *

.j. Only a few Passamaquoddies can read and write the -language. These

','people are staff members who have.been with the project since its beginnlng.

As a result, "all research work and materials development is done by a small

group, which further slows-down ‘the process of materials development.

4. The community is not familiar with the written form of the language,
so that often the project diréctor must prepare and teach staff and commun-
ity about the new language form. This requires much effort by the staff in

a crash course to prepare them for instructing children in the language.

The Ute component of Project SUN experienced problems similar to the
Passamaquoddy'and Northern Cheyenne programs in depeloping their orthographies.,
The Ute people have long resisted putting. their language into a.writugn:form
for fear it would be misused and abused by non-Utes. There were other par-
ents who felt—Zheir chiidren’should not be abused for using their native .
language, an experience they remembered from their own youth A gradual
attitude change among the Ute people has enabled the proJect to work with
them to develop an orthography Yet they are in the very beginning stages

of developing and refining their written language and total Ute curriculum.

e Dialect differences. All pr6jects visited indicated there were

variations in different dialects in their language’which affected mater1a1s

acqu1s1tlon and development to some degree. . In the Rock ‘Point Bllingual

- D2

41




]
LS

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

+

in the Chinese communities in. Oakland and Seattle.

2
Education project, .Navajo d1alects were(punute ~and presented few problems

in acquiring materlals comprehengible, te the local’community. In the Wab-

naki Blllngual Edueation Program there were no dialects per se, however, -

oral traditions have been passed along for centur1es, result1ng over the

years in many var1atlons 1n11anguage, “In the Indo-European, A51an and
Paelf c language groups, there were so many dialects in the communlty ‘that
it was nécessary §o use only the standard form of that language for develop-—

“ing materials. The important factors in selecting a dialect or language °* R

L4 .

form as the medium of instruction were 1ts familiarity and acceptance by

-~

the local communlty and 1ts use as a practlcal written form.

For example, while most students served by the Chinese projects in

- Oakland and Seattle come from hoqes where the Cantonese dialect is spoﬁen,z

A
. -
some come from homes where the Toisan dialect is used, and a2 few from homes .

where the Mandarin dialect is spoken. At both projects, however, the Can-
tonese dialect is the language used and taught in the school. Cantonese

has a well-developed written form which.is used in printed materials found : .

[y

t

In the three projects serving Indo—European languages (French Italian,

L -

and Portuguese), various d1alects were spoken by members of the commun1t1es,

but a standard form was selected for both oral and wrltten instruction.. »

In the French project: in Lafayette, Loulslana, both Acadian and Creole N
dialects which have developed over the past 200-300 years are spoken in

the community. The French teachers,'mostly residents of the community, -

_understand and accept these d1alects, hoWever, standard Parisian’French

was taught in the classroom. The blllngual proJect feels that it is very R

important-foraspeakers of the local dialect to be given the opportunity to
< N .

-

learn standard French.
In the Italian project 'in New York City, students speak many dialects,

w1th the Sicilian dialect being the most commén. Generally, Italian dia-

lects are not wrltten, although the Sicilian dialect does have a written o

-

form which is used in folk poetry. For this reason, it is necessary to .

use_the*standard written Italian as a medium of instruction. ¢

» . ‘ - . , * . 'Y
Though several dialects are spoken by the Portuguese students in

Providence, Rhode Island, the project uses Continental Portuguesejbecause

. ' 59 o 5 -
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the lanzuaye "is written and {s vommonii‘dnderstood by all community members.

o -

) - .
- . lhere are 97 major dialects spoken by people living in the Philippines.

Recentln. howuvcr\ stron: ¢fforts have been made .te create a national lan-.
guage, P1i1p1n0 which is basiecally the Tagalog dialect. Pilipino or Tag—

alog is uqed by the 1nséructor at the BABEL program in Daly City, California.

-
R

. "an,the other hnnd, thc approach taken by the Seattie -program, whlch serves
. » -

students ’ xron Filipino communitics, has been somewhat different. Ip con-

trast to the Daly thv program, the Seattle program attempts to be responeive
to several dialects. Three staff members were recently h1red to form a -
curriculun dLthOpman and support team. This team included one person who
spoke the a;alog &1aleet, one who spoke the 1llocano dialect, and one who
. Spoke thg ﬂ&%ayan dihlett. At the tire of the site visit, however,ftne
staff had only recently becn hired, and work on acquiring and developing
curriculuf pmterials had just-bozun.  Consequently, the dgéree to which

the program would or could be responsive to the different dialects has not

been demonstrated. ' ' . - , -
b : ) ..

The issuc of dialect differences had somewhat different pérameters .

c C . . e T s .
. for most program\ involving Native American languages. The written fbrm ey

used by the AHVR]O can be applied to other Navajo communltles w1th 11ttle

z u1ffrcu1ty. However, ‘the Eskimo 1anguage family has a var1ety of 1anguages-

.

or dialects. 1hc wrirten forns uf these d1alerts are comprehen51b1e to most
v111aper9, but are not acceptable in some v111age€ dUe to the many varla-

~t1ons present in their language. This trtates mattrlals development problems

becange the Alaska $iate bperated Schadl System's plan for developingv

materiglefalis for products which are responsive to local language struc-

i

‘- . I B

e aL;\lal ser ice and dlsecmlhntlon centers. In recent years; a

_» number ot Sp%;ldl projects have hLLn funded uzdef Tltre VII to prov1de
mater1dls cunters, service cent&rs,“and dlssemlnatlon enters “for b111ngua1
education projects. In general, materials, service, and dlssemlnatlon
centers did not appear to pla? key roles in the materials acquisition and

. f?ieve,lnpment efforts for most prdjects. The uniéue dialectsi language
varjations, ,unique cultural considerations, and the unique bi}inguai-bi—

‘ & . I3 . * - ’
cultural curricaiom need- of the projects requited that materials develop-

mert be’ an individual -project effort. Projects .Leported- that there were

. - . . -
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tod many, dltrerences in tnese areas to make dzssemlnatlon centers a v1ab1e

togé Ior naterlals development: This attleude and approach to currlculum

c“'n’ ’

. development was not unique to any Particular langpage group but was shared

S.
-'u/"

by most Vatlve Amerlcan, Indo- European, Aslan,and Pacrflcrlaggnage groups.¢

§ - - ..

. For exampte; fhe Vafajo prOJect at Rock Point’ rejected any zu;ure use
of Title VIi d1ssem1natlon centers. Despite the fact that Vavago materials
¢ ": would get.a prlmary conslderatlon in the southwest, Rotk Point felt that
!‘}:' ) the center would not work for them because Navajo programs have .different
T phllosophges, apptoaches and needs. Furthermore, they feared that Title

VII dlsseminatlon centers would take funds away frogiocal materials-
- "A 11 - ?
- f* = development efforts. ;‘ ) " - - : . -

- -
© o

= ; The Northern Cheyenné project, in thejr proposal f%r 1975-76 fundlng,
) -

o . proposed a.consortium for currlculum developers as a means of centrallzlng

< ( E naterlals development. fhelr maln concern regardlng the pronosed Title VII

. dlss%.§nat10n center- was that the center may be foo removed from the com-

. . monity-and may have an adverse effect on their materials development.
f' ‘ - * ' " %

ot ‘ The French project in Lafayette, Louisiana, uses the Service de Liaison
‘resource center for materials exchange. In a discussion of the proposed

development of‘Title VII material and service centers, tﬁe Lafayette staff

»

s felt that these centers could be responsive to their curriculum needs only
v ]

' Lo if proj%ct staff were closely involved with-service center staff. In
. -

- Lafayette, materials were developed to meet the specific educational needs

of students and the curriculum requirements of the schoel district. Con-
/ l

oo \seﬁuently, the staff was hes1tant to approve the proposed d1ssem1nat10n

-~

R &enters. . " .

. ‘ On ,the other-hand, ‘the New York Italian’projects felt the need fog a

resource center because Itallan materlals are not ava11ab1 from ex1st1ng

.

. . special service progects an//dLssemlnatlon centers. Consequently, School

DlStrlCt YARS recently cre@t/d a resource center for use by all the New York

;) . ] M . . -
Itallan pcoJths. ///// Lt . . %:,”

’ Phe NavaJo componen of Project SUN also felt a need for a materlals

°

s
/ e /éenter. They descrlbed helr materla%&—agqulsltlon efforts as hav1ng been
. -

-

*~ " very successful because; of the DBA Dlssemlnatlon Center. DBA Dlssemlnatlon

» - -

P « N — i .
« . e T

¢ ) . . 44 . ’ ) )
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Center has the necessarp language expen:s and technical people .to,develop //
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Point; Rough Rocx, iyq.nlhgr wavujo prOJects. . ,

expensive activitv in a blllngual education project. While material

development costs tenddd to be high for ail projects, costs were higher'

- L R - 2 .
-matcfials, s® ?Tujvct_ﬁﬁn.dpus not do,ﬂuch materials development for the

Ravajo kOWPOﬂEHc lh&» orders tommextlally-made Navajo materlals appropriate

for their needs fr0u o, iJ,Ath __pt out.hy ‘DBA. Mavajo materials are also
ks . ‘ s
1)

acquxred from Blnndlny, Ur..s Window Rock' Navajo Community College; Rock

/-.

R o
t,' i :_-. s

There.are mch y Ta nguuyc gtoupq in AIaska that presently do not. have -
d1sscn1nat10n centcr-ecrvi(cs Lo meet thp1r needs. However, a good numbv

of mJterlals was vang prudutod ior the Yupxk Eskimo program at the lsklmn
.angudgc hurmshop, nOw ln(dtcd ln Bethel ~Alaska, and alelxated with the

Kuskokwim Conmunlty CGllzGe Hdterldls development for the other’ Alasxan

native lansueges were prrmdrxlv ga:rxed out by the ASOSS evntral officé .

staft Jocated in Anchorage: Altnougn‘the-serv1ces of thosc centers were

~ v .

tully needed and utzltzeu,,ptncr mate rlals were being developed locally -

the schools in Atmdutluak_gns a@p;gxk.“.

¢ Costs

Ald prUJUL[S indicated that R ldfgc”proportlon of thejr budget goes into
this area. The costs of stﬁft saldrwes and (onsultants was the first major .

cost factor. Materials acqu151t10n and. development were the second most

for projects that,served Native.ﬁmericans For the following reasons:

1. The development of an orfhography requires expert1se in the natlve
languaﬁcs and in llngursml( tcChnlthS. Salaries of elders, linguists,

or other professtonals add groatlv to the (ost of developing the written . .
e ¢ . . t
system. - -t L , .

g., %orc local deve]opmﬂnt of materlals must be done because there fis

more local expe£t1$e in the native languauv and, publxshlng companxcs w:l] -

s

not’ publlsh'ﬁatlve materxal on a4 large scale for relatzvgly few.natlve

pgoplo BN e
e o .
3. 10 aﬁcuratéiy dupl(t the languago and culture, various experts in N .
the communlty must be pald 40r thelr time in providing information needed .- .

in the’ dvvvlopment of the orthngraphy dnq\iziure classroom materials.

- ’ . - . . ’ : - »
4. Projects are often’ located 1%.remoto villages or on isgolated

USRI [ |
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reservations, making travel costs involved in developing materials consider-

ably higher. For example, in Alaska where travel to remote villages typically

requiresgychartering a bush planes”the costs of developing materials by-a

Lteam of central office staff located in Anchorage are very high. .

Staff  Recruitment and Development

Recruiting staff and developing their expertise in bilingual education.

remains a problem for bilingual projects, Often those persons who “speak

the native language and understand the native culture best have no profes-

sional experience or training in the area of bilingual education, such as

materials ‘'developnent, curriculum development, or evaluation. As a result,

each pgoject must recruit native teachers and/or "community members who -

aergnstrate potential in these areas .and then develop their expertise on
the job., The issues-and problems surrounding these areas fér the 10 pro-

jects are discussed under the following topics: -

e Availability of stafif among Native American projects;

e Availability of staff-among Indo~European, Asian and Pacific ,

-

projects; : .

* e Teacher characteristics impottant in bilingual projects;

e (ualifying native teachers;

e Stafif development among Native American projects;

e Staff development ahong Indo-European, Asian and Pacific projects;

and s

e Cultural considerations’ in staff developmgnt.

e Availability of staff among Native American ﬁfdéects. All Native

American bilingual projects reported problems in acquiring staff who had
the necessary eipertise for project positions and who were. fluent aﬁd

knowledgeable in the native ianguage. Thls was pr1mar11y as a result of
the low educational level of.community member§. At present, most.adult
Lommunlty membersf have less‘than a;beighth-grade education. The reserva-
tions and villages where most Vatlve American projects operate ‘ar€ isolated
from univer91t1es and consequent]y, there are few, if any, cert1f1ed
b111ngua1 tcachers'or quallfzed b111ngua1 support staff. Their approach
to staff recruitment was to recruit native conmun1ty members who express -
interest in being on staff and who have potent1a1 in the given areas.

.
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PrOJeCtS then conduct extensive training as neCESsary, as well as prov1de
natlve staff with the Qaportunlty to get high school dlplomaﬁand college

credlts. : . .

A 2

__Typically, the projects encouraged new native staff to develop their

skill by giving then salaries, job titles, and responsibilities, which were

commensurate with their effectiveness as bilingual teachers, rather than

maging their rewards so dependent upon their level of formal education.

.For the most part, the Native American projects had been able to recruit,

train, and keep native staff by following this approach. One’project,
however, noted a particularly high turnover among their native staff. In
this particular project, the salaries of the native staff were determined

by the district. school's salary scale. In comparison tq'other projects
visited, native staff with no degree or high school diploma were given lower
wages and lower status in the schools. Other federally-funded projects on
the reservation offered higher salaries.and positions of greater prestige,
drawing the projeet's potential bilingual. staff into dther fields due to

the economics involved. For this reason, staff turnover was high and the

staff development component was always in its beginning stages.

Availability of non-native teachers was not a problem at'host reser-
vations or village schools. ®There was'éenerally an/agundance of Anglo
teachers who were anxious to teach there, though for most of them their
commltment was for a short period of time.’ The problem was that these

teachers-often came to the reservation or v1llage more motlvated by per~

- _ . M. .sonal interests such as hunting, fishing, and the rural life style than by
,fgy"‘ﬁthe project and children's needs. The high turnover of these teachers '

results from the lack of an active social life on the reservation and from

the fact that non-natives cannot buy land on the reservations.

e Availability of staff among. Indo-European, Asian and Pacific pro-

jects. The Indo-European projects reported fewer staff problems than the =:
other 1anguage groups since there were more cert1f1cated native language
teachers. These projects reported success in locating and hiring qualified

teachers. Part of the success was attributed to other organlzatlons. for

. example, the French project had arranged with CODIFIL a French cultural

_ERIC
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exchange institute, to hire teach;ng assistants from Fraﬁce.
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was o good nurher of rocdnt -

there

Arong the Pilipino language group,

arrivabs from the Philippines who were bilingual in Pilipino and English,

H(-'i-'! LR g

whe were teaching professinnals andd khu had tcdching erperience.

certiricatfon by the state or distgict often required considerable rad L..n¢
1hxs was especially discouraging to

<

professional credentials and éxperdence.

and- semet imes special course work.
teachers who already had ¢xtensive
Both the Scattle and Baly Cify, California, projects experienced this pro-

blem.  The Chfﬁvs¢ prqjttt; expericnced a problem in finding staff who -had

. . ~ . . . . . .
4 Chinese-American perspective and who were also ljterate in Chinese. There

Chinese but few who can write

47c many American-born Chinese who can spe.
it. ‘ " - .
Ry . . . -
o Teacher characterdstics important in bitingual projects. the lit=,
vrature review for this study Endi(d;cd that teachers were key persons 1n

the cducational experience of the (hild., As such, teachers should H¢ sen-

sitive to and aware of (ultural differences among children and should use

a familiar culgural base’in treating subject matter. Bilingual projects

reaffirmed this point as thev described the characteristics of model teachers

for their bilimgual program,. In addition to the.obvious qualities ot liking

children and being in good health, project staff cited the abilitv to «om=

municdate well with parents,, and a-strong commitment to bilingual education

and to the philosophy of the project. Teachers should be bilingual and

knowledgeable of the local dialects and local culture, -While all projects

felt it would be beneficial fyr bilingual téachers to be certified, most
projects nofed that certified-teachers wefe not prepared for bilingual

vducation in most, institutions of higher learning and have to be traived

specificallyin this area when hired in the ‘bilingual project.

e >

stath were equally voncerned with non-bilingual teachers iu

Project

the school. For 1nstdn(c in the Rock Poxnt Biiingual Education Praject,

the attrition of Anglo tcachers prosonts a need for training Navajo statf

to teach the English curriculup. This would provide the needed. stability .

. L 4
Among, othor projovt%,-the masjor chnrqcf&ristic% desired

of those Anglo tcdchors are a sensitivity to self-determination of the (om=%

A

in the project.
?

munity, sensitivity and awdareness of problcms aitd realigies of thv communitv,

and cooperation with' the ciforts of the other project staff.

o wualifying Most programs expericnced some .-
Jualiiying o [

datjve teachers.,
. ) 48 -
s
03
.- 4

3

Ta




3

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i the Pilipino component of the program. In addition to knowing the language

'andtsylture, the persons being considered had college degrees from the

8
n

. ’ - -
<

dlfficulties 1n meeting state and %ocal requirements in hiring or qualify-
ing staff for positions. For example, -in Seattle, it took thesprOJect .
three.months to complete all of the state requirements ‘that-had to be met

forthiring one member of the curriculum development and suppprt team for
. . - - N

()

Philippines and some teaehing experience. The projects'are in such dire
need of their expertise, but qualified people cannot often wait for long

periods of time for bureaucrat1c procedures to run their course. .

e . - o -
e

Many projects particularly among Native Americanms, have found state
certification of teachers a major problem State certification was often .
dependent on a college degree; however, the regular'teacher training pro-
gram in the colleges and universities does not meet the specific immediate ' R
needs of the bilingual project. Projects have been providing teacher
training that addresses project and staff needs. However, this training, ] )
is often not comparable to the regular universitiés's program of .teacher P

training, and much coursework and training activities in the project were T

- Not credited toward a degrees All Native American projects indicated that

it will take from three' to ten years befdre their staff will be certified. .

NRs . -

‘This situation has created another problem for projects. W1thout a
teaching degree or teaching expertence, bilingual staff are not paid equally
for work. The projects reported that these non—certified bilingual;staff
carry more responsibility than a regular classroom teacner.' They do not
have a prescribed curriculum nor prepared textbooks with teacher guides.

They must develop an instructional curriculum, develop instructional mater- .

:ials, and take college coursework. Despite their enormous workload, their

pay is much less_than that ‘of the certifiedﬂteacﬁer. B - -

4‘ i . ‘ r~ A - . ’
In contract schools funded by fﬁ"ﬁhureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the
situation is different. ‘After several years of dispute regarding certifl- o

cation, the Navajo -Area Office of the Bureau of Indian Affalrs has agre/d-»

/

to accept tribal certification as a compromise for the three contract ’ . .

schools only. As such certification at Rock Point is less of a probfem.a

N -

. Staff developmenﬁ ameng Native American projects. Among Native

American prOJects, staff development needs were fbcused on getting nat1Ve

staff certified and preparing native instructors for the bilingual

t, . .o
o A e

- -
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currictlum.’ Since most reservations and villages are lsolat§a from insti-
tutions of higher learning, each“project had to hire consultants from the
.unlver51t1es to prov1de courses on-site. TheScosts of ‘providing this ‘
’ service, plus stipend and,tultlon fees for the 1nd1v1dual staff members in

summer sessions, was very hlgh. Hence, staff development was often limited

’ by. the funes prov1ded. .'“'f: ‘ ' .

-*

In many prOJécts, the project d1rector and other support staff were

attemptlng to provzde the training necessary to meet their teachers needs,

Though this was an additional strain on staff time, it was. of ten the only

solution to gett1ng instructors who understood the prOJect staff s unique

needs. - For example, in the Wabnakl Bllingual Educatlon Program, the d1rec--

tor provided the Passamaquoddy 11teracy instruction since only a few <

. Passamaqucddies were familiar with the new orthography. In the Rock Point’ , .
Bilingual Education Program, Navajo Language Specialists on-site provided c
thewtraining in Kavajo language instruction;/xlocalized training was especially

necessary for two important reasons. Fitst, projects were geographically

isolated from 1nst1tutlons“of higher learnlng Second, uprooting_communitv

¢ members to go to colJege has been in the past counterproductlve. Often

LI .i these natlve people lose.ties with the community and do not return. Title
-, VII legislation which prov1des funds for this locallzed tralnlng has been

very benef1c1a1 to N@tive American projects.

‘ - . R .
-

. Staff deVelopment among Indo-European, Asian and Pacific projects.

Among the Indo-Eunopean pr03ects, the stqff development needs focused on .
development of an understandlng of, and the practices 1nvolvediin b111ngual

education. Most blllngual staff were certificated and many teachers were

id

earning ‘credits toward their master's dggree. .. ’ ) 'y
< y - . ’ .
hmong the Asian and Pacific language projects, there were two groups

of teachers with different neéds. Certified bilingual teachers were avail-
able but their teaching experiences were primarily im Hong Korig. For

these teachers, staff development was focused on provid1ng an awareness of

the experiences and, needs of Ch1nese or Flllplno children in the United

States. These prOJects also had many community members who were non- cert1— :

fied teachlng assistants. These native instructors required training and

[y

coursework leading evenguall&-to a teaching degree,
. o 81 T
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e TCultural considerations in staff development In addition to pro-

Jiding tne methodu}ogical tgaining,in bilingual educati?n for their native
staff; the projects also provided regular school Feachers with orientation
sessions to acqgaint them with the philosophy of bilingual education and to
sensitize them tu the needs of their students. For example, in Project
SCN, native staff have classrooms that are relat1vely less structured "and
less d1sciplined. Children move around,the ‘room freely and talk more
freely ghan ;n conventional classrooms. This is similar to the atmosphere
in the child's home, and teachers who are unaware of tnis might restrict
the thldren.s movement and speecht and perhaps hamper the child's develop-

ment: While orientation sessions alone provide some insight into the lan-

guage and culture of the community, it is inadequate. Project staff feel

- - - ’ M ¢
.. that personal experiences in the community will provide the necessary
¢ . 9

sensitivity for non-native staff. -

Parent and Community Involvement ‘.

All projects had established parent and communzty involvement as a *

high priority. The approaches varied-across projects as did their, successes
in obtaining involvement. Their common success was a supportive attxtude
frqm the maJorlty of the parents,and community members who were 1nterv1ewed
Their common problem was gettzng parents and communzty members to act1vely
participate in the bilingual program. These issues are discussed’ under the -

following topics: ) ‘ .

-~ Y

. - . - - L4 - s
e Historical and cultural considerations in community+involvement;
o Composition and selection of parent advisory committees; and

, ®. Limitations to'parent’and community involvement..’ C
]

2 H1stor1ca1 and cultural conszderaplons in community 1nvolvement.

2

In order to understand the issues 1nvolve in this component, it is 1mportant

Py

to examine the communities and their past experiences in education which

have affected their attitudes toward and involvement in.the bilingual pro-
' . - . . . [
jeCtS‘. ¢ 3 - . * oo ‘ - ‘ A

-~

The.majority of parents and community members: who had children in
bildngual projects serving Indo~European,”Asian,and Pacific language groups
wére recent immigrants. Their attitudes toward education reflected their

own experiences, in education in the mother country, A typical expérience

62~ . -
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'among these projects was‘found'in the Portuguese Bilingual Education Pro-
gram. In Portugal, public schooling is free up to’the fourth grade. After
the fourth grade, education is very expensive. Among those commurtity .
members interviewed "fifth grade was often the highest grade they had at—
tained——many indicated they had net gone to schqol at dll. This education
experience or socialization has developed an attitude such that community
members regard education highly and respect the community school and school
peisonnel. But the school is a professional institution with great author-
ity in the community, second only to the church. Children are encouraged )
to do weil in.school; however, parents feel that education is the respon-
sibility-of the school and do not feel comfortable intervening or redirecting
policies of' the schooi. As a result, parent and community involvement was
low in these projects. Likewise; parents of students in the Chinese pro-
gram in Oakland have traditionally viewed the teacher as_a 3?6?253?3521“6
be respected and not questioned. Most parents do not feeIquaiffiesdto— ~

advise school persopnel on matters concerning the education of their chil-

LK

dren.
. A

Among Native American communities, parents' socialization to education
is very different. - Most people over the age of 35 know the effects of *
coerced education, i.e., federal boarding schools. As ch11dren, they wvere
taken away -from their families and communities and sent to schoo;s where
,they were' forbidden to speak their native langyage. They w/;a/punished
for practicing their cultural traditions. ’Federal boardiné/schools were
not the only schools te forbid the use of the language/and culture in the
' school, This was a common experience “among those,community members who
went to local schools. . The traumatic expenienﬁés Native Americans have’

had in schools has led to a very low educati/nal level- among parents as

L o .
well as a low selé-concept. //////{ ‘ - . -y .

Since Native Americans were excluded from making their personal choice
in'their education ,» they are. reluctant to become involved.and make decisions
for the education "of thein—children. Many feel,’ also, that because they
were not formally educated they have 1ittle to offér in the_sghools. _

Though there were some parents who feit that teaching their native language

.

in the schoolsgg?y damage their children s chances for success in an‘English*z'

speaking envir ment, most parentstEre positive about the bilingual projectx‘

G3
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’ parent advisory committee appears unnecessary, especially since the tribally-

Although all projects indicate thag¢ parent and conmunity iavolyement ., \<

“had increased significantly since the beginning of the project, the goal

of having meaningful and attive parent and community involVement is far
from being realized. They report that the process of getting involvement v,
will take much time and effort, especially since. negative attitudes among
parents and community members which have developed over many years will be

difficult to change. ) , o : .

P .
- . A -

o Composition and sélection of parent advisory committees. An impor-

tant issue, -especially among Native American conmunities, is the composition
and selection of parent advisory committees under Title VII. Most Native )
American communities visited showed strong Indian advisory or policy-making
school boards and committees who either had direct control of the school

or were very influential in the tribal or local schools. These boards or
committees were tribally elected and were comprised of the respected

leaders and elders in the community The1r responsibility was to overSee

.the school and proJects within the school. o,

R , Lt
' Until recently, when Title VII guidelines changed regarding the com*‘l

position of the parent advisory committee, these community-based committees

.and school boards were serving as the parent advisory group for the bilingual

project. The Title VII guidelines,now stipulate that only parents of chil-
dren in the project can comprise the parent advisory committee, and further,
the election of these persons will be by these parents. In Native American
communities where cultural value is placed on age and wisdom, this stipula-

tion of Title VII is véry much antithetical to Indian values. Furthermore,

tHe native language and culture and its use in the school vere<very much

?he concern of the total community, therefore the pro}ects reported that .
the total tribal community should-be consulted. For example, in one of the-
prOJects, ‘an all Indian school commlttee was the most influential deci§ion-
maker regarding the prOJect act1vit1es. The director indicated that often
parents were not aware of the tribal policies or desires, and consultation
with a. community group representative oé the tribe nas far more beneficial
for the project. In another Indian community, an all Indian school board

has contracted for control of the school. _ The establishment of a separate

" elected school board must’ answer to the tribe for activities in the school. -

4 .
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- advisory comffittees.

[«

) necessary in order to represent the language correctly. Projects pointed

Q
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It does not appear that the Indo-Eurqpean, Asian and Pacific languagé\‘
groups have similar objections to Title VII guidelines regarding parent :

i Lar e N

L ]

. . Limitations to parent and commuriity involvement. Each project has
taken affirmative steps in providing for parent and community involvement.
These approaches vary according to their cultural needs and values; haow-

7 . .
ever, several factors have limited parent and community involvemerit:

1. Parents and coﬁmunity members are not sure 6f their role in .the
formal education ofs their children. The process of changing attitudes.
habits,. and behaviors will require much time and effort not only by the

project staff but by the school and community as a whole.

A}
2. Most community members have limited, if any, formal education.

Many cannot read or write either their native language or English, such

that wr1tten communjcation from the prOJect, i.%., letters and newsletters,

1s insufficient in encouraglng involvement. D1reot personal contﬂct was

hecessary. DA A : - \

- 'S

3. Most parent and community menbers gre required under Title VII ¢

p011c1es to volunteer their time to the prOJect. Bowever} for most commun-
e »

ity members who are poor and uneducated in formal schools, surv1val is a
constant struggle..- Projects reported that these commun1ty members do not
have -time to volunteer the1r services,’ Natiwe American projects, especfallV,‘
depend a great deal on commun1ty elders in reinforcing the oral trad1t10ns

and in capturlng the wealth of llterature andwhlstory regardlng the nat1ve _
people. Further, elders were needed in projects where the nat1ve language
has not béen!put into the written form. Their advice and consultation. were

-,

out that adequate compensation should be glven for their expertise and time,

’

wh1ch at present is not possible. - . .

¢ e S

.4. Among niany language groups, cultural activities traditidnally
°1nclude food. Projects'have found that these cultural'actlyitles and ‘ﬂ
eyents have suqcessfully involved community people. The problem was that’
Title VII gu1dellnes proh1b1t federal monmey from belng used to buy food.

As a result, the projects must put much of their time and efforts into fund
-

drives and solicitations to conthue their cultural activities.

R 65

TN ~ ’ 54 .. - <




-Community Impact L, . s ‘ ' ’

The purpose of collecting data from the community was to assess the
impact of the bilingual education proJect on the community as a whole and
to determine the issues in parent and community involvement. The community
members selected for these interviews included parents of.child;en in the
project and in the school, community Teaders, eloers, extended ~family _
members, and church leaders. The maJority of community .members 1nterviewed
spoke a language other than English as a, first language. Many -were mono-
lingual speakers of their native 1anguage, especially older community

members. Most community members 1nterv1ewed in metropolitan areas such as

New York and Providence, Rhode Island, indicated they had been born ‘outside .

‘the Continental United States. In Seattle and Oakland, many indicated they
were recent arrivals to the United States. By contrast, most of the com-
. munity members in Native American projects were indigenous to their area,

although in two, projects mhe;e:were several community members who were from

e -

other tribes. s

* The interview guides SOllClted 1nformation in five maJor areas which

are listed and summarized beiow.

o .
e Community's.knowledge of the project, i.e., its purpose, its

staff, and its activities; ¢ Ny i

- 3
v e Community's attitude toward education, i.e., .their own education

and their children's education;
* ) 1]

° Community’s attitude toward bilingual edication and the bilingual

project; . ’

e Community's -involvement in the project; and

¢ Overall effect of the'bilingual project in the community.

° .Community’s-knowledge—of the proi;ct. All community members inter-

viewed were aware of the progect ‘and its general activities . primarily as
a, result of the formal and informal %ommunica&aons teceived from the pro-
"ject staff. However, a primary concern of many community members was, the,
.1nadequacy of communication betWeen the project and’ community, Many parents
w1shed to know more about proJect act1v1t1es. . ) }

. : |
. . GQ . .
-, w ot -
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. cost of education.

The primary'source of information regarding the project or school was
from frlends or relatives, though in several projects the community liaison

was an important source. Whlle .all community members 1nd1cated they re-
) °
ceived some written communication from the project in the form of letters

and newsletters, not all could read\ In these s1tuat10ns parents had

their children read prOJect communlcatlons to them or relied on fr1ends for

information. . . .
- N ) -

e Community's attitude toward education.

In regard to their own
formal education, those community members who had gone to school rated
‘Fhelr primary school education as being fair or good Only in the Portu-
guese Bilingual Education Program did the maJorlty of cqmmunlty members

rate the1r primary educational experlence as being poor. They felt they

_ had received an inadequate education, primarily as a result of the high

Education was too expensive in the mother country, or-

the family needed the income from the‘older children's employment.

There were many community members in each project who never went to
.school or went for only a few years. . Among* Naglve Amerlcans and second
generation 1mm1grants the language ba?Prier was cited as the maJor problem.

’Language arts areas, such'gs reading, spelling, and English presented them,

;*with the most problems, causing many to dislike school and to drop out.

demonstrated by a greater interest in school, better communication gkills

I ’

While the educatjional level of'adult community members remains Yow,
their educational level is graqﬁally changing with the increasempf adult *
education offered by both the bilingual project and school. Many parent
and community members indfcated’they had attended or were attending the
. . /

. Cmeunr;y s attitude toward blllngual educatlon. An overwhelmlng

adult education classes dffered.

majority of parents and communéfy members felt that b111ngua1 educatl?n
could have helped when.they were in school and that blllngual education
was very good for their children. They indicated that the billngual educa-

“tion program had had a positive effect on their chlldren, which was

® ¢ . ’

" with parents and elders, better relatiqnships with teachers «and peers,

ERIC
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better understandln of the n t1ve culture, and a greater potentlal for
g at

.-success in their communlty as well as outside théir communlty.
L]
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- ‘ Although-the majority of parents were positive aboﬁt Bilingual eddcaf .

tion, there were a £ew community members whose d1fferen£‘V1ews shouid be e
- ‘ > ~
‘ment1oneq;: These persons ‘rated the- blllngual educatlon efforts as being

B

E of only mgﬂgrg:e ‘value. The primary. concern was_the effect learning the )
native language would have on learnlng<di Engllsh One mother felt that o T
. the school. was teaching too much -of the nafive language and not enough '

- hngllsh. 51nee most. jObS requlréd skill ‘in English, several parents felt "

' . L~

profICLency in Engllsh should be 1earned flrst. ’ . .
In“projects thdt were Just beglnnlng.or had ‘encountered nany probleys

bl

in their development,_there were ‘many parents. who were‘supportive of the
project's efforts but were CFItlLGI of the way the project was progressing. )

Many~ felt that the projects had too little cotmmunication wfth the cdmmun;ty

: and did not actively solicit or encourage their involvement. The ina#@®d-

quacy of instructional materials and the lack of bilingual tFachers were
L) 0y
also recognized as major project constraints in several projects, such that )
parents indicated low'expectations for the praject., '
. -, v

.

) ) » e Community' s 1nvo]vement in the pr*Jett. Although the majority of .

parents and .community members werelsupportive of the_ b111ngua1 project,
they 1nd1tated that they part1c1pated relatlvely little in prOJect act1v1t1es,
Cultural act1v1t1es in the’ school such as cultural arts and erafts .presen— - .
4 tations, plays, and celebrat1ons had the greatést appeal for communlty
menbers. Involvement in specific act1v1t1es such as visiting classrooms,
- volunteerlng serv1ces” and part1c1pat1ng in spec1a1 events—varied among

prOJects, - The most aetive community me ers’ in the projects 1nd1cated thaL

they had. been informed of the activiti weld in advance and/or had been s
personally asked to h&lp in the projeEt. However, most “interviewees inhi-i

cated they had not been asked personally to participate in the project. This

f1nd1ng was common, to p{OJects. However, responses to other questlons
. suggest that interviewees may have m1s1nterpreted some questions, 1ead1ng - .
.to contrad1ctory answers.  For exawple, some commun1ty members were very o
. frlendl) with the bilingual instructors and/or communlty l1a1son person’ and
' ' did not consLder them as "pFOJeLt staff" who had invited them to part1c1pate.

Many’ parents who indicated they did not p.rt1c1pate in the project aISO"

7 noted that th ey had worked 1n the school BY cooks, hnuse parents, instruc-

.

tors, or consultants. X e . ) ,

- ‘ - ' c wed . . . ’ . CL
’ st ' . 08 . : e -
* . — . . P ) 4 k} o

ERIC , A CL

s ‘ ' . / .
-




Y

.
. . . . ) - - TS R Lo e,
. . . ., . J . Lo P N .
[ereistim oo f. . . . G(} 4 S PR PR
v ' - . - . . " LA . - " . sy ¢
2. ‘ L3 B . . .
. . o .

<o

-} - . . -
S - /. - . N : a- -... . N
« % Overall effect of the bilingial project in¥the commumity. The

impact, of the Hiiingual education project on thefcommunity‘was dependent
on the length of time the project had been operatlng. Projects that had
been operatlng for a few years saw mo;e demonstratable ‘gains, than those,
projects Just starting. However, all projects nOted the gradual effect

) bll:hgual education was hav1ng on the communlty._ Both project staff and
community 1nd1cated what they considered to be the slgnlflcant ga1ns in

N the communlty. These are summarized below.

. . 'y .

: 1. . Parents felt their chlldren were rece1v1ng a good educatlon

-

(hrough the b111nguab prOJect. They indicated that their ch11dren had

greater 1nterest in school with ?ewer academlc problems than before the

blllngual prOJect. ‘ - ,
2.¢ Teachefs noted an increase jn student attendance, self-concept,
. and achievemehtg L. i -
~ : ‘ - .
3. At half of the projeets visited, the majority of parents and com-

’ munity meémbers felt the bfiingual education. project had had a positive

o
<

.effect on their involvementfin educational matters. Being involved in-

blllngual education act1v1t1es such as the work of the Parent Adv1sory

1%

a8 Commlttee, the work of house parents, or as participants -in various “cul-

tural activities were the primary reasons given. S
L . ' ' '
* 7 4. 1In all the projects, parent and community involvement had sig-

nificantly increased, from the beginning of the project.

B 5. ,Having bilingual- teachers who were from the community working in
the sehoo}:and the open,}inviting_nagure of the project, made communit§

members more comfortable when visiting schools’ * Since a lapguage- barrigr

e was not a problem, parents atsgnéed more project meetings. Lo

~ -~

"6. 'Parents also felt proud that they cohld now. help their chlldren

‘'# in their school work. In some cases, parenis wanted to further thelr own,,

education or their knowledge of ‘their natlve language in order to help" .
‘o their children. . ’ , , DT T

. ‘ N 7. . Among alt proJects, there appeared to, be ‘a new understanding oL -

recognlzed thelr language” and culture and were using it to he]p theLr’f

- ‘. L.
" . ,‘ /A . . . . [P

. d ., . . - A S e

. nr gperceptlon of how their language and culture fits 1nto the educat10na1~-»‘_
o system. Many eypressed happlness and relxef that now the schools had e

[a%

v




children. . S

- 8. 1I# Native American communities, the native‘language’instructors
.showed determination in getting their college degrees.'fIhis was especially

'significant since few, if any, in -these cowmunitiesthad degrees. Further-

-

more, most native language teachers in these communltles showed an 1ncrea51ng

‘
.

degree of self-confidence in thetschodl and 1n.the1r work.,

- -

Program and Student Evaluation ‘ ) . .

] L

-

In compliance wilth Title VII .guidelines for programs, all projects
carry out formal evaluation activities. Student performance obgectlves in

the instructional component are established and various instruments such

4 »

as standardlzed tests, grlterlonéreferenced tests, teacher-made tests,
observations, or surveys are used for measurement. These data, together

with data regardlng program operatlons are then summarlzed in 1nter1m ..

’

and final evaluation reports whieh.are flled with: OE, However,.wlthln K. )

these evaluation procedures, projects experiénqed many difficulties. These

3

issues are discussed under the:following topics: .

.

e Lack of appropriate tests; - - S o .
) ’Difﬁiculties invdevel5piﬁg tests; .- ‘

‘e U€e of evaluat1on results; and - ) - .

’ Formatlve vs. summatlve evaluatlon.
’ - o -

... Lack of approﬁ?xate tests. All projects.ndted the lack of appro- .

:prlate teSts as the1r flrst ‘and major problem 1n evaluation. For most ro«

) Natlve Anerlcan projects, thtre were no. standardlzed tests written in their -

, e

'1anguages. One exceptlon was a Nava;o-translated test for K-1 grades.

" £ - N
. Far As1an and IndoLEuropeah language grOups, most commerc;ally prepared T '

L.

'tests wrltten in thezr 1anguages viere f om forelgn countries. The, language

" and cultural experlence in present communltles were so different’ from that’

X

of the mother country that these tests were 1nappropr1ate. ,Furbhermore, .
’.all perect directors 1nd1rated that the d¥%ailable sbandardlzed tests were

biased tpward the domlnant Anglo culture and thus did not falrly document
-
their students ablllty or potential. Under these condltions, if was ¥

s, .
> .

dlfflcult to show student gains ach;eved by the bilingual program.

Difflcultlés in the develqpment of tests. In.response to theiy, .

. ‘ R -
., . : e N .
S e e . ‘ >

. _.7--0_ |




0

o

-

Pl

-~

{e

g -
M ’
i a

evaluation needs, projects set out to develop tests whlch would adequately

The f1rst

measure.thelr students progress in meeting progect Objectlves.
problem was lack of tralned staff to prepare tests. For sote projects,
partlcularly the Native Amerlcan, staff membérs had no formal educatlon

beyond high school and wers unfamiliar with evaluation procedures.

-

For most projects, ft‘was necessary to secure an outside\evaluator
who had the required‘expertise. Research organizations and universities
were the llkely candldates for this position.
‘to be expensive for the projects and .they ceuld afford‘only a few days
of consultation. In order to provide for on—g01ng evaluatlon and to cut
consultatlon costsy an on—51te evaluator was hlred Slnce there were nQ

-trained persons available for th1s—p051t10n, the on-site evaluator's tasks

However, consultation proved

were limited.to collect1ng and f111ng data for the contracted evaluator who

would prepare the interim and flnal report. Training in evaluation for

local personnel was seen as essential in this component, In two projects,

this was.possible:’

s .., .
for Rock Point Bilingual Education Progyam and for Project SUN, provided-’

- 3
evaluation training semlnars for the on-site evaluators. These training

s¢ssions were found to be most benech1al to the pro;ects,,yet stili

’rllmltéd in terms of the number of sess1ons and topics covered- "While- most

-

-prOJects considered trained evaluators on—szte more%beneflcFal most pro—

jects. who had contracted out their gvaluatlons were satisfied with th1s
. Al
arrangement? P 4 ; ‘
. ) R -l . ) . .

'Teacher-made tests were of ten the- primary instruments used ‘to assess

student performance, but pro}ects felt th;s was often inadequate.

jéct's concern was that there were no standardxzed cr1ter1a for teeting
[ .

. . 2
. . i

‘

obJect1ves in dlfferent schéols. a .

Some tests were developed by the pyoject to determlne nat1ve language

-comprehens1on “and ab111ty.

‘Al

and achievement in the native language after language learnlng.

. seemed more dszlcult xo devélop in that it requlred "teacher or staff

mastery of‘the oral and ertten ‘native language. Among Natlye Amer1can

pro;jectsr tbls mastery had ‘yet to be achlevéd since the written system had

' ROt been fully deVeloped .or ‘had only recently bgen developed,

K oLl S 71 -
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Southwest Research AsSociates, the contracted evaluvator

One pro-

Others were. developed to test student s mastery

The latter

-
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Several projects used standardized tests as models, translating the
various terms and adapting,them to meet the cultural environment. However,
translating the English terms into the native language required, great
versatility in the native language, which was sometimes more-skill than
one person had. The test—development process necessitated frequent consul-
tation with all bilingual staff and soéetimes*with various community mem-—
bers to capture the most accurate translatidn, all of vwhich required mach

time. Furthermore, norms for these tests were no longer applicable.

o Use of evaluation results. Though all projects carried Qut on-

/ N .
going informal evaluation activities, it was often not possible for some

projects to see the results of the first three months' activities until

. later in the school year whbn the formal evaluations were submitted to OE.

This was particularly true 1n projects which had outside evaldators. At
these sites, teachers submltted various evaluatlon documents to the on-site
evaluator who then sent them to the contracted evaluator. After the data
werelsynthesized, a report was filed with OE and with the project. Results
of the evaluation often did not get to the teachers or to the projects
until late in the year and, consequently, could not be constructively used.
Furthermore, analyses in the reports were prlmarlly suited to OE's purposes
and did not prov1d° needed guidance to teachers, who did not see how their
students were d01ng in .felation to other schools or projects. Strengths .

and weaknesses were not pointed out, nor were the teachers given construc-

‘tive guidarce on how to improve their instructional program.

e TFormative vs. summative evaluatiopn. Most projects were generally

——

satisfied with evaluations each year which provided feedback necessary to,
change and improve their programs.- However, projec directors typically
said that summative evaluations were not helpful durfing the first several -

years because their programs at that time were not ully developed The

maJorlty of projects agreed that until re11able instruments were avallable,_

and until the projects have had time to resolve sgme of their major problems-~ ™

such as developing curriculum and materials, training .staff, and developing.

tests, it was pointless and misleading to conduct summative evaluations.

-
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECHT DATIONS

The conclusions and recommendations mMade here must be viewed as being ) .

both prelimimary and tentative. Our findings have been based upon a very .-

limited sample of 10 projects and upoﬂ the reports and obsérvatioﬂs rather

" than upon strictly objective evidence. Also, we have not attempted to

assess the merit of various project goals relative to other possible goals.

Rather we have accepted the goals of the 10 projects as important and S

worthwhile and have concentrated our efforts on identifylng problems in

meeting those goals and in suggestln%.ways of d01ng ie. Thus, we have been

limited in drawing broad conclusions about the Title VII program, and the )

reader should be'egually cautious in recognizing these Yinitations.

Nevertheless, this study has allowed us to identify a number of issues

which have relevance to the Office of Education in its efforts to improve

the implementation of Title VII projects for Native American, Lndo-European,

Asian and Pacific language groups.

-

The present study set out to identify and explore some of the impor-’ :

tant issues in bilingual-bictultural education programs which serve Native

American, Indo—European, Asien and Pacific language groups. Somehow the

K1

word, "issue;

has a way of taking on a negative value in a study of this

type and. becomes almost synomymous with the word, "'problem." Although

there are usually conclusions to be drawn which have a positive overtone,

those which lead to recommendations usually cS¥ry a negative overtone. €

Thus, a report may unintentionally appear critical, failing to poitray thé’

many successes of the bilingual-bicultural program. Since the emphasis

of this section is on ways to improve the overall program, more attention

is paid to needs than is paid to successes.
L . , ]

This section is in two parts, the first has impligatiqné for the

.

planning and operation of Iitle‘VII projects. The second part ;efefs to ‘ .

. i

Tltle VIiI leglslatlon in relatlon to the study findlngs.




" Part I: Procedures in Planning and Operating Title VI¥ Projects C——

] Flexiblegpolicies toward proiect.needs. The authors'df this report
visited the 10 projects and were struck by how different each project was.
In addition to differences in language and culture were a whole host of
differences khat can best be characterized as fo:ming,the contexg for the ‘
project. "The interaction of all ‘these factors resulted in projects'with
quite differént problems and quite differeat goals and approaches to
'bilingual-bicultural education. Given that an‘overall'goal of bilingual* -
bicultural education,:regardless of the funding agency, is to provide
diverse groups of children with meaningful.education, then it is reasonable
that projects would be very different. In fact, if they were not so dif-

+

ferent, one might question whether the programs were really using the , -

. languages and cultures to best advantage in being responsive to the students

-

they served. The fact that the ﬁO Title VII projects were so different'
indicates that program officers and others in charge‘of administering
pro;ects in the Division of Bilingual. Educatior under thé Office of _Educa-
tion have been flexible in permitting prpjects to develop tb best meat

their needs. To the authors of the present report, flexible policy
guidelines and reasonableness on the part of orogram officers have been
essential ingredients 'to the development of projects under the Title VII ,:

program to date. W1thout these 1ngred1ents, projects which are responsive

. to so many diverse language groups and cultures and operate in such differ-

ent contexts, could not have begun. ) e . ] o

- .
B bt R}

Long~-range benefits of bilingual- bicultural;projects. There is some

ev1dence in the study findings that the Title VII program is producing
some long-range benefits for people’ who belong to Native American, Indo-
European, ‘Asian and Pacific language groups. More speakers of these lan-
guages are involved in the total educational process as teachers, 1nstruc-'
,tional assistants, and as members of parent and Eommunity advisory commit—‘
tees, HMany are working toward degrees through,the .assidtance of Title VII
fellowships and training programs Materials are-being produced for the
first time which represent the perspective of these language groups,
whereas before, such materials were simply not available.' W1th many members
of the communities served by the 10 projects that we visited feeling good
,about the bilingual-bicultural programs 16 their schools, it is reasonable

to agsume that some .of this good feeling might generalize, and that’,
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eventually, there will be considerably more community imvolvemeént -ia local :

educational;programs that.serve. these groups. . - o, ,J
N . - , ' 2
- N . .\- - - 'o " . i -
) Community impact. The great_majority of parents and communié§’members T
< 1n erv rvieved at each of, the 10 pro;ect sxces_wage overwhelmingly supporﬂive "
.,- ] of\ the bil*ngual—bxcultural programs.: Ihisqsupport was evident even thdugh, -
. C the egree to whlch the natzve language was used 1nrthe currlcula var1ed .

g so mGch betwen the 10 progects. In some progects, the blllngual-hzcultural ': R

program amounted’to a 51ngle 30 mlnute class each day-which essentlally _ . -

v - R —" e

: -faught the native language as a second language; while in other pro;ects,wJ, - - -]
P4 the bllingual -bicultural program 1nvolved the use. of the native language T —
at least 50% of the time and in most subJect—matter classes. Wlth few- - -
exceptions, the parents and communlty members who were interviewed liked
. ‘having the native language and culture .taught 1n the school and wanted it
continued," Interviewees gave examples of young children who could converse
_with their grandparents while alder ch11dren who had not been.ln the pro-_
~ gram could not. "It was ‘generally felt that the bilingual~bicultural pYOJeCC" -
had the effect of elevating the native language and culture_to a more

T prestlgious position in the communlty’ Some~tea§hers also were. positive

about the 1mpact of the programs and spec1f1ca y noted 1mprovements in the

self concepts of the native language—domlnant children. It was clear that

‘' S

o

in terms of an affectlve response, the Tltle VII Projetts were having a” ==

. positive impact on most' of the commun1t1es we v1sited

Use of planning grants. The study findings,suggest that many progects

are not ready to start 1nstructional programs ‘the first year. Time is :‘
. needed to hire staff, develop materials, and to gain the respect and support -
of non—prOJect staff. This would seem to be particularly true of pro;ects.
which involve langauges,.cultures, and situatlons which are less common.'_ g
For example, given that programs w1thout orthographies ‘Cannot operate in
' the same way as programs with orthographies, they may need addltional o M

planning time: before 1mplement1ng b111ngpal—bicultural education in. the

-

classtooms. Some local people have neveflbeen 1n4c1assrooms ds teachers.
Others have been reluctant to even enter the school Thesetpotential ey o

teachers need time for orientation ‘training) planning,_etc. . .,

A\
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- Given that there is a need for more plannlng time for many pIOJeCtS L
thar has been standard in the past, - following ‘recommendations seem -

- "irdicared: . . A . T .

e ; e Local educational agencies could be encouraged to apply

- - . e

for planning grants before 1mplement1ng proJects and to request

.

. extension of plann;ng grants when necessary.

- N .. e The Office of Education could prov1de technical assis-

g tance and support in the development of planning grants. L

Technical assistance for T1tle Vi1 PIOJeCCS. Most projects visited

-

felt that they lacked sufficient time and resources, particularly at the
start, and they felt ill-prepared to do the best job of plann1ng and pro-
posai preparation. They also indicated a neeqd for more assistance, in ob-
ta;ning and developing materials. They wantea:to be put in contact with
other projects that had ,obtained or developed naterials for projects
involving the same or.similar native langauges. They needed to become aware

of any souraes of materials that they could (use. And, they wanted to

improve their own skills s0 they could better develop materials.

.

* -

Newly hired staff need to develop their skills for teaching bilingual-
bicultural classes.‘ Instructional assistants need infornation ahout ave- ‘
nues to becoming certified bilingual-bicultural teachers:_ Although.many
project directors have been able to get local colleges and universities to

- offer degree courses, the content seldom is directly relevant to the opera~i

. tion of a b111ngual-b1cultural project. -

.

o L '-_' . Since most proJect directors are not familiar with evaluation method—
ology, projects are not always aware of how changes in program activities,
. non-random ass1gnmeut of students to experimental and control groups, inci-
- o dental treatment effects, and other factors may affect evaluation results.
" Even though an independent on-site consultant may ‘design the evaluation
plan for a project, collect the data: and analyze it, their help does.not

preclude problems which can make results useless.

>

- ' Greater utilization of planning grants could offset some,of the dif- |
ficulties in the early stages of project dévelopment but the findings
suggest a need for greater technical assistance and guidance throughout .

the 11fe of pro;ects. And it seems clear that such assistance could best

’ 4
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be given if it were coordinated by the Office of Education. The mandate of —
Title VII could be expanded to include the provision of greater technical as-
sistance to developing projects. It is reconmended that assumption of—the

following responsibilities be considered by the Office of Education:

® Assist new and deVeloplng prOJects during plannlng stages
by identifying useﬁul resources and putting new progects in con- '

. tact with older projects with similar goals.

® Assist projects in'preparing,proposals in planning grapis
and continuation funding by informing .them of recent policy'changes

and insuring that required procedures are followed.

s

e Assist projeets in locating and/or developing appropriate

instructional materia;s by disseminating ‘information about commer-
cially-produced materials and materials produced by other projects,
and through training;programs, e.g., workshops and seminars.
. .Materials development and dissemination centers could assist projects
in thlS way, and it is suggested that such centers be accountable to s =

the prOJects they serve. ) ,

e Assist projects with staff recruitment and development
problems by encouraging (via funds) and coordinating programs at
colleges and universities which offer tourses, credits and degrees

appropriate for Blllngual—blcultural education. .

e Assist projects'in developing appropriate evaluation - P )
strategies which provide results which are meaningﬁul to the

_projects, as well a$ to the Office of -Edueation.

e Assist projects in solving patential and aeéual conflicts
between Title VII and state or federal policies by working with-

the agencies involved. . L

These aCtIVItleS mlght best be coordlnated at the regional level by a, ,'
program offlcer who can v131t projects perlodlcally and assume respon31b111ty

for providing or coordinating whatever techpnical a531stance is needed.

Should the Office of Education.decide to expanq its role under Title

VII, it is prébable that no new agencies would have-to be created. Many - ,’-

h g

of the added functlons might be 1mplemented through ex1st1ng facilities

-
) - <

. o ST
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,such as federal regional offices, resource centers, dissemination centers,

material development centers, and teacher training centers. -

Continuance of projects beyond thefdeﬁonstration period. Title VII

is designed to support demonstration rather thdn service projects. Projects,
thus,‘are funded for a set period bf time (originally a maximum of five
years) to develop and demonstrate bilingual-bicultural education programs
.~ with the expectation that successful projects would then be taken over by
v o the state or local educational agencies. who would then absorb their costs.
;.It was also the intention that exemplary demonstration projects would be
replicated elsewhere without using Title VII funds. . In nany instances'
LEAs are not in a position to assume these costs, barticularly in settings
. where there is no local tax base, and the continuance and replication of

demonstration projects: is jeopardized by lack of funds. .

-

» Ve suggest therefore, that the Office of Education’
could 1dent1fy those projects which are unllkely to be funded
locally at the end of the demonstratjon period and assist SEAs
. and LEAs in exploring other avenues for funding.
- « ™ .
. Gaining support from local non-project personnel. The study findings

“indicated that projects sometimes were mot well integrated -into the total
school system. Their place in the organizational structure was sometimes

.- not clear to administrators and non-project-personnel. They were often
viewed as another federzl program that may or may not be around the following
year ‘and not as a part of the total educational program. When th1s happened,
prOJects became isplated, communicaﬁion between project and non-project per-

-

.sonnel was reduced and so-was cooperation and mutual sharing of resources.

. A number of other practices were identified in the study that may have
,1' contributed to the tendency for some projects to alienate non—prOJect staff.
‘ 'Included in these were the dlsplacement of non-billngual teachers as pro-'
: grams expanded into additional grades, ‘the practice of providing prOJect
teaching staff'with classroom as31stants, and release time to attend
.- special workshops. These practices, however, may not be at the heart of
most problems between prOJect and non-project personnel. A more lihely
cause is a lack of communication with teachers and administrators about
the project and a tendency not to imvolve them in planning and operating
the project. ) ’ ‘ 78 ' ,
.Elillc | S 68 L ' '

Aruitoxt provided by Eric




The following suggestions are offered as p0551ble ways for proJects

to gain support from non-project personnel: -

~ Involve non—proJect personnel in planning the project.

* Allow such potential problems as the displacement of, ‘ ¢
non=biiingaal~teacherslas t prqaect grows surface eatly, so
that people can plan for changes. Administrators might be
encouraged to develop plans for finding positions in other

schools for displaced teachers.

e Seek ways-in which project staff can assist non-

project staff. Assistance with school-wide or district-wide

~

- multicultural programs is a possibility. '

° Team teaching might be used as a way of developing
- good working relationships between project and non-project

personnel. ~

e Seek contact and communication with teacher unions

. .and organizations so that such mlsunderstandings do not

[y

develop. '

~,

In addition, the Office of Education might encourge better planning
for the integration of a project into the total school or district program

by requiring that, these points be addressed in proposals thn they are
appropriate. ' ~ ‘ )

v . i e

Assistance of dissemination centers in materials development. Most

-projects saw .a need for assistance in materials development, particularly
for begimning projects. Established commercially-produced materials for :
iNative American, Indo-European, Asian and Pacific language groups do not
appedr to be a feasible source of materials for bilingual—bicultural educa-

tion. For example, for most Native American languages, there are too few

children learning the language to induce commerical producers to compete
in developing instructlonal materials for t em. Even for those Native

American languazszi?hat have enough speakers to create a demand for materials,

such as Navajo and Yupik Eskimo, experience to date indicates that commer-

. cially—produced materials must still be extensively modified before they are
- , ,'.". ° -~ ' . -‘,'. .

-
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really suitable for the needs of children in various prqjects. This is

also true for Indo—European, Asian and Pacific language groups as well.

As with commerically produced materials, the sharing of materials pro-
duced by other projects greatly aids prOJects by spreading new 1deas, con—
cepts, innovations, and. technigues. However, in ‘the projects 1ncluded in :
this study, we found that the greater part of hilinguad-bicultural curriculum
and materials deVelopment ‘must be.done locally in order to insure appropriate
content. 0ccas1onally-materials developed by other projects may be used,

but they require extensive modifications. Those projects which serve lan-

. guages which are not unique to one project have a decided advantage in the

r

important goal of acquiring and developing relevant instructional materials.

. Vative American’ prOJeCtS that must build a program without an acceptable
orthography experience many difficulties in their planning and development
stage. The most.evident problems encpudtered are no.appropriate language ,
instruction materials to begin the program and few, if any, staff who can’
read'or drite'the language.q Because of the changing nature of the ortho- ‘

graphy and variations in the languages, initial books written must be - -

) "revised to correspond to the new forms of .the orthography and new under-

standings Also, staff havé to’ he trained in language literacy before’
literacy can be taught to the children. Every part of the developing and

refining of the language and the materials takes much time. .
1 3

. When different dialects gxist in & commun}ty, projects choosé as a

L 4

o]

medium of instruction a.language or major dialeect that is widely used andd

which has a wpitten form. ?rojects were sensitive to the dialects and

local variations prevalent‘in the community .but did not teach them Among

Native American projects, the typical approach is to reflect the dialects -
and local Variations in the orthography, and subsequently, in the materials

that were developed

In summary, expertise in the.native languages and in. lipguistic prini
ciples will no doubt becgme more impOrtant as'technical expertise in
bilingual-bicultural education grows, and programs have mastered more’ basic ‘

problems. For the present however, such problems as acceptance and sup—”

port for“the project both at school and in the community, finding and

. & .
.
.Y ‘ . N -
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" support mill continue to be the most important conterns:.

'American languages. Isolation, from institutions or resource centers is

“in how to develop materials themselves to meet’ local needs.

.

training_staff, acquiring éndeeveloping materials, and finding financial

v
L]

.Resdurce prob}ems ‘tend tc occur more in projects 1nvolving Native
propably the signficant factor. Also, few people or institutions have “
dealt with these languages before. If there are no printing facilities at y
a school in an isolated village or on a reservation, materials must be sent
to the closest—town for printing, slowing the development process down
considerably On the other hand, for city schoolsy printing facilities msy
be available at the schobl or at the district or city offices, which are
fairly close at hand. The problem for Native American projects is «com-

pounded by the need to develOp more of their instructional materials locally,

It is _apparent that there needs to be a greater exchange of materials_
development ideas (rather than content) among programs Since there is such
variation in languages and dialects. It is important though that’programs
share,ideas about curriculum content, approaches, materials development

approaches, uses, resources, etc. Conferences provide one alternative .

*but they are inadequate in many ways. They are infrequent, unstructured

and often too large. There needs’ to be some kind of easy access of infor-

mation among the Title VII projects.
. . - 1

It also‘appears that many projects wish td maintain control over

P
materials development at the school level. Even so, most programs have a

‘ great need to share ideas agnd materials, and to perhaps receive training

.

[y

Some specific recommendations regarding materials development for
Narive American, Indo-European, Asian and Pacific bilingual-bicultural

projects are: : et —
' . v <

- " e The clearinghouse function of dissemination centers
could be emphasized. There continues to be ‘a néed for some
place where projects can turn to to learn about materials
that have been developed commercially or by other-projectsu
An important function then is to disseminate information.to

.

- ’ L] ]
projects on a regular bBasis about new materials, new,

.
(3 . ’
81 ' ;
. ,
- . . o~ . . .
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techniques, .and new resources that are eithér_commercially'* , o .’ -

avatlable or have been developed by other projects. -

o The materialg development functlon of existing,
centers could be deemphasized.* Instead statft~gat the ’ ) ' .

-project levél could be trained by experts at the centers o . .

-~

and encouraged to develop materials Tocaily. ﬁocal ~ .
efforts could be supported'by centers w1th technical
assistance in the areas of edit1ng, pr1nting, and graph1c ' :

reproductiom ﬁ\ ) ‘ ’ wLox
[ . : i . .

ngments to local,people for 1nvolvement in proJect act1V1t1es.' 5tudy’”

f1nd1ngs 1nd1cated that some projects felt that it was appropriate and
necessary to pay local people for their contribution yhen involving” them .
in project activities. For example, some projects felt that elders.in the
village should be paid for the time they spend relaying information about

" .the culture, history, literature, science,,etc _of the group to 2 prdject
staff person to develop stories or materials. hey also felt that local .« "
people should be paid for coming te the school to teach the chlldren things
about the culture that the regular teacher cannot and for working yith the

linguist to develop an orthography. ’ ) .

_Although it is the usual practice to pay consulﬁants for the1r tlm&

and adv1ce on matrers relat1ng to materlgls development or evaluatlon, It “ -7
has not been customary to pay parents-or relatives of students” for t1me o
- that is spent in special school programs. o o ' .
e Since several projects indicated that community - -
: involvement has -been hampered because of their inability g )
-to make, such payments, we suggest that the Offlce of Educa— S
. ; tion examine the potential problem in greater depth than we - .
~ _have been able to do and to determine whether or not it | .FV -,. K .
, 8 severely hampers community participatlon in bilingual— . “
" bicultural projects. . ) T ) . -
" Evaluation of'bilingual-bicultural.projects; The study f1ndings
reveal that problems in’ evaluation persist. Changes in project goals, -
qnaVailablility of standarized tests in the nat1ve language, and lack of , .f.‘
- T C8x .
. : > .
\ .
12 -

. ’ . v
B . \ - -

.
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -
i




staff who are;trained in evaluation methodology maie effectxve evaiuacioa kf T :{

o - P
; . - " e ' 1. _‘ % M 2 .

. - difficultu” w . o . oo R R j: ...'_ L

. ~ - - . . . K i e N . :-' - ._' \
. SN t 7 R DI e PR R SN N
. . . Two recopmendations seem apperriate here. o --.;1.— A T RN

~ - - -

: e Por new projékte;iimphasisrshould be placed on forgatiue'-j:=:‘”'-;;,;'_:
) eValuation with rapid feedback to the project dn new or dev op—",/"'f" 'f;ﬁ:
y . ing‘instruetional strategies before snmmatrﬁi evaluations afe - '-"

o . . . . . : .
P . attmpted. . . ~ . S 3 ‘ i R .: .. . . .
i - . . . , ' - _3 . s 3 ‘ .

. . ¢ .

S - T Y As mentioned undet recommendation for technical

S
P
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?-1" . assistance to projects, the Office of Education might prov de- ,

Q workshops and adv1ce to progects through experts at regio 1 ) ;
’ . enters.  © . S . " . a

e

- :-Funding,practices. Most prbgrams noted that considerable timé and”

effort went into proposal preparation and related efforts to secure funds

, each year. It was genetally felt that funding periods.longer than a year

o : o at a time. would place‘progects in stronger positions when hiring or re- .

-taining staff<and in convincing non—project staff ‘that “the bilingual— )
bicultural proJect'is not likely td be discontinﬁed Bt wag also noted

that offical notification of funding for the following year sometimes came V'

so late that project staff felt compelIed to seek positions that -Jete mofe h .

? )

secure. Based on these problems ghe following recommendations seem .
o % P W

appropriate. e S I Lo T - ) o = -
) o P T

i - .

| " . Whenever possible, projecﬂs ceuld begfunded for peri%d§_~—«——"””
’ ' ? 3
T " longer than one year at a time. . e L. N - A

e - b ’ ‘ s If notification of funding could be made before the " . ,_“

. -
- - -

. K end.of April, it would allow project staff to make plans before e P

e ,school is out. - : - P i; :‘ B
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T " Part'1I: Title VII Legislation S
. Thls part of conclu510ns and recommendatlons is llmlted to.a revlev of

study flndlngs which suggest possible changes 1g Title VII regulatlons or 'J"’ L

Y
0

leglslatlon. Implications of the flgdlngs for leglslatlve changes are ]
‘included in tﬁls report as a means to aid che Offige of,Education lh‘further—

ing the overall purposes of Tltle VII. The dlscu551on is pfésen;ed under "' - .

P

four headings, foilowed by a suggestlon to

glslatzon.,'

e Allowable act1v1t1es and’ ob;ectzves S J" } ",_ - \3 ,i: f ~
« e ot '
Y Ab111ty of local educatlonal agencles te'absorb progects ’ .

. Blllngual b1cultural education and‘federal desegrEgation pollcy .

» Def1n1t10n of Parent Adv1sory Commlttee R . A

K] - e
Allowable activ1t1es and obJectlves The study found that curgent ) )

blllngual ~bicultiral progects can be clas91f1ed as having one of the fol— ) ’
loving four general goals: ™~ tran51t10nal mono-literate, part1a1 b111ngual
and full blllngual. Undér thése general goals,” one or mdge of the follow1ng “\‘
project obJectlves are adopted 1mprov1ng Engllsh language skllls, ma;n-

taining hilingualism, resto ing the v1ta11€y of languages other than Engllsh - ”
‘and 1mprov;nga£he self-lmage of children of limited Engllsh-speaklng ab111ty

_The fladlngs also syggest that the individual-needs of ellglble target

chlldren may require qulte dlfferent prOJect geoals and approaches. in order , .
to meet their diverse needs and that some act;v1t1es may hot* be allowable ‘k? R

l ¢ /

under a str1ct interpretatlon of present Title VIiI leglslatlon. ¢ .

-

7
() Ig is recommended,}hat the Office of Education study _¥//’_ ~

the issue of allowable actlviti%gland,objec%xyes under Tltle\ /f - . T {”tf
VII leglslatlon, and thatjthey consider basges. whlch gill per;' - 'ljf‘ —f?;iﬁ;
mit act1v1cies and obJectlves that cagjgpst meet the needs of - - ";;’ ‘%ﬂlj o2 i
'such diverse groups as. _those 1ﬁuest1gated in ;he present~study.’ : : S
The study f1nd;:gs also indicated that Some proJects had trpuhl; in ’ o L
_ preparing budgets because it was not clgﬂr to them Jpst what activ1t1es . b o
were allowable. ,Act1v1t1es mlght be approved for one progect -wh&le QU1te L .
similat act1v1tles would nor be approve! for another pro;ect w1thout any ’ )
dfflcial explanatlon from the ﬁunding agency > . 'l’ ’ SN . Lt e B
. . - IR . s

. It was..also obServed by somg of the educagors imterviewed ddring site™ .

" visits that problems SOmetimes arise when the project and “he, Office.of

s . ' ] «
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_© d#mprovident limitations on programs. - ) : . ' .

Sdncation disagree about whethér é particular expenditure is.justified inder
‘an approved budget line 1gem For example,-although activities such as
) community andueducatlanal agtivities" are approved by the legislation,
expenditures for things such as food or the pa1d partlc1pat10n of community
elders may _ be refused reimbursement. Because the differences among pro- .

grams and the language groups tﬁeyaseﬁye are great, some flexibility in " -

o

-,,cost approval seems.necessary, as rigid’ cost gu1deliaes might bias the —
content of programs and tend to put a chrll on new strategies and methods.
On. the other hand, too much flexibility in the present law»and regulations

may perm1t toco much arbitrary agency action.

-
1

° A solutlenemight be to develop a cost schedule on an

-
-

1qclud1ng but not- limited-to basis, leauing—the review of

other kinds of costs to the d1scretion of the agency on a case- 4

by-case basis. Ta -

. . »

Ability of local educational agencies to absorb pro;ects. The study

g
‘1nd1cate8’that some communrties served by Title VII prOJects are not able

to_absorb thegcosts of projects.as desired by the Office of Education,
particularly Natiye American communities en reservations which do not have
& tax base from which revenue can be sought. On reservations; the problem
1s further compounded by unusually high program costs, resulting from the
fact that the languages involved are, commonly unwritten. Media materials
suitable for formal education‘are for the most part nonex1stent in these -
languages, and it takes much longer to develop them than the five years

generally allotted for demonstration projects.

.
- é

.® A possible soI%tlon is to establish refunding appro-

priations for. successful on—going Title‘VII‘programs who are : )
unable to secure further local funding.- fL_§3~ ‘ i L :

N - . < Y ’ oo

Bilingual—bicultural education and federal desegregation policy4 TB?, ' !
study findings 1ndicate that grouping students for bilingual&bfcul:ural . : .
programs often resulted in groups that were not in compliance‘with federal

desegregation polic1es. Concern that bilingual- b1cu1tura1 education might

serve as a pretense for evading federal desegregati n laws' has resulted in

.
-




. ‘the issue of whether or not grouping studengs for purposes of
billngual—blcultural programs violatés federal desegregatlon
iaws, and to seek ways of permitting groupings which are nec-

Y essary to bilingual-bieultural education wighoﬁé violating the
L sntent of civil rights iaws: : . . .
Definition of paren; advisoryﬁcommittee. Thé findings indicated that

P Te

an important issue, especially among Native Americam communities, is the
coﬁposit{on_and selection of parent advisory cemmittees under Title VII.
The Title VII guidelines now require that oniy parents of childrég in the
project can comprise the parent advisory éroup for bilingual @ducatioﬁ, ,‘
and that the election of persons to the group will be by these parents.
»This stipulation is antithetical to the values of many Native American

communities since the native language and culture and its use in the
parents.

school are viewed as a corcern of the total commynity, and not just

. e It is suggestey that the Office of Education review
those sections of the éqidelines which prescribé how "paregt
dvisory committees” should .be formed, and that they-seek
changes which will permit the formation of advisory groups
. which are more in keeping with:the‘values and structure of -

-
Native American communities.

»
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. APPENDIX .A - .

-

El - ’ ¥

¢ Issues in Blllngual Educatlon of Particular Relevance to -
Native Americak, Indo-European, Asian and Pacific Language Groups

~ Vo

1SN

ﬁgg;anatory Note:

»

i}

Appendix A incorporates all the issues taken from the 11terature . »
review, which were found to be important in ‘bilingual education for ‘ <
Native American, Indo-European, Asian and Pacific language groups.
. Because of the comprehen51ve nature of the igsues and the limited scope,
of this study, it was necessary to reevaluate them in terms of priority.
areas. ’ 4
. LI : H
‘ .o In February, 1975, the Bilingual Advisory Panel rank—qrdered the
is§ues. The issues with circled numbers indicate "the Panel's fiflal
determination of the most important issues. Although this study Lo
attemptéd to explore all the issues, primary emphasis will be given .
to those issues copsidered most important: - ) . - L.
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‘child's selﬁ-contept’ o -
What-are™sfme of the cons;deratinns in

‘ wlll ohaage_\?e negatlve self- 1mage°

-

Issues in Bilingual Educatjon of Parti

ular Relevance to

Native American, Indo-European, Asian and Pacific Language Groups

., ’)/

To what extent does the env1ronment of
- the” reservatlon or village present
unique differences and/or problems for
bilingual- blcgltural programs?

;Q'

Are there unique differences between on-
reservation and of f-reservation Indianst
and their. ,educational needs which have
1mp11cat10ns for bilidgual-bicultural
‘programs?

- .

To what extent does environment affect i
laﬁguage domlnance’ .

]
-

To what extent do tradltlonal lndzan.

values of the Native people affect the
contents the-nethodologles, and the re~
lationships of people in the bilirgual-

- hicuLtqral program? * -~ . N

»3
To what extent do blllngnal program -
staffs. see their function as the per-
petuation of the oral tradition of the
tribes, or do they see this- ag a func~
tien of the community?

To what extent does the range of child~
ren's speaking ability, from-limited
English to non-English, affect the de- -
-velopment of the bllingual -bicultural
curriculum? °, .

To what extent do Indian communities
whose: flrst language is primarily Eng- -
lish néed or want blllngual-bxcuftural e
educatjon? = s o o7

’
- % .

- o, e
To what extent do~out51de 1hf1uences,
i.e.,y materials, t eaqher attitudes,

chool eurriculum, etc., affect a,

a bilingual~-bicultural program which

I

ey ., - . . : L
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11.

14.

-

~.15.

s

17.

e

YA

Whidt problems exist for bilingual pro-
grams where the Native language has nots,
~ been put into a literate state, or has -

,r‘ N
- e

o

o G

) r?cently been put.in a literate §tate?

What problems exist  in the, transition of
the oral language intosa literate state?
In terms of the development of the or~
thographies to be used in the bilingual-
program, to-what extent are non-Indian
-linguists and anthropoiogxsts able to
develop written systems and materials
that do not misrepresent, the ex;stlng
ulture or detract from fhe oral tradi-
tion »f the tr1be°

what linguistic considera#ions (1 e‘!_~
alphabetx,sounds, dialects, etc. ) affect
the bllxngual program, pa;ticplarly

materials development, teachex, ttaiping,

and instruction?

LY ..
_How effective have programs been in in-

corporating the oral .tradition into a’,

--formal educational system which requires -
translation into both wrltten and spoken

English?

tht'are'Thétcost'implications of bi-
- linguail: prdgrams for Indian tr1bes who,
havdfho prthography’

2 4

i) wha;/éytent have bliingual blcultural
proptams been able ,to-enlist communlty
support and 1nvolvement” <

*
To‘%hat éAtent has communlty co?xrol of

“o.-.5chools-been able to cacry out thelr

3 i * .

- own goals’

__‘/'(\, ; - - -~ N

iow have- policies of the Tltle vr1 or
state policies-helped .or. deterred com-
munxty fdlflllment of ‘educational’

L and M

;x: goals7 Co S -
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To what extent has community involvement
been able to affect change in student
attitudes, behaviors, and achievement in
the school? . 2 .

‘.
., A

How has .parent and community involvement
in and out of the school affected’ a.
change in attitude ‘and actions among the
community at large? .
What are some of the approaches used by
bilingual programs that have provided
successful involvement of parents' and
community in and out of the school?

To what extent are there yeﬂ constraints
to community involvement -and how-are
progranis able to overcome such con-
straints? .

How have time ' limits, manpower, and
costs affected goals and procedures in
bilingual-bicultural programs?

To what extent do programs feel it is
necessary to instruct non-Indian chil-
dren in the‘Ngtive language and culture?

What are the most approﬁriate methods
of teaching language and ‘cultute to the
.tribe?. . o~

To what extent does»language_domfnanqe,

either in English or in the Native ilan-
_guage, affect the methodology in a

bilingual-bicultural program? .

N -

What do programs see'as the "ideal]
teacher in an Indian bilinggglﬁbic@kb
. ] . R P
tural program? N

" : ’ ~

4 . ) I
To what extent have programs. been able
to secure this "ideal"” teachér?

To what extent havékﬂativc personnel ~ -

i
H

aided 'in thé plannuni?and,devélopmént
of bilingual-bicultural programs? . -
148 .
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‘strategies of

- . L~
To what extent do non-Indian teachers'

orientation te Indian cultures and lan~

.guages affect their attitudes and sub-

sequent behavior in the¢ education of
children both Indian and non-Indian?

What approaches to training and develop-
‘ment have programs used to develop un-
derstanding and appreciatfon of the
]dngua ¢ and culture? K

what kind of traiﬁing or'devglopmcnt is
necessary for Nalive personnel wRko are
not yet certitfied? )

To what extent have''state laws regarding
certification affetted Native teacher
recruitment "and/or training?

.
. & .

To what extent have bilingual proérams:
been able to encourage Indian people .

"into the educatiOnal profeésfbns?

® - 3

What have beenvsome of the effectxve

-methods of pronldlng motivation for

these proqpect1ve teachers7

To wnat extent do certagn cultural con-

siderations of the tribé affect the

téacner training and

development? . ’
L]

-

.
s .

v\ -

10 what extent hpve bilingual program@

been able to use traditional and com-
mercial matérials?

- 12

To what ehteﬂg have programs been able
to use matefidd L5 from other eAlsilng
fndian bxldngual -bicultural pyrograms?

. ~ ¢
To whnt exten?. have programs been able

to use standardized tests? -
Y .

Wherégstandbrdi7ed tests are, inappro--

’ prthe Aow have progpdms ovﬁreome Lh)s
,An..f) . Dol
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! .o - ) * Issues Keyed

. Te to Sites
~ 3 “ » '
What technigques -have progréms &se& ‘to ’ ©1-10 )
evaluate the student and communlty~%du- - ] .
Cational needs? . -
- - T A \
° 42. .To.what extent should a starfdard lan- I 678,9-10
guage be taught in addition to the local
dialect? o . : I
43. 1s the "ideal" bilingual teacher one “ 6-8,9-10

who in addition to speaking the.stan-
dard 1anguagez speaks the local dialect?

44. To what extent should speakers of the - 6-8,9-10
* local dialect be required-or be given
the opportunity to learn a standard

language? ’

45. To what extent should English-dominant '6;8,9710
children be exposed to and instructed ’ .
in the nonstandard local dialects? .

46. - To what extent does the fact that a ’ 1-10

* community's. language is primarily oral f
affect the operation of a bilingual . .
-program? In home/school relations? ]
In use of media- for.information dissem- '

ination? ' In‘teacher/parent contact? R

47. To what extent:do socipo-economic vari--. 1-10
ables, the-need:for people to be biling- e
* . ual, and their geographlcal location ’
: influence the bilingual programs? o .
48. . To what extent does the.ethnicé compesi- ’ 1-16
’ tion of a community affect cross-cul- -

tural interaction in a bilingual pro-
gram? Between students? Between ) d
pérents’ Between communlty and- school?

i

o

49., To what extent does a mixed llngulstic ’ 7,8,9

population in an urban setting, such as

New York, reduire unique considerations ’

<in ‘dperating-a bilingual program’ . ' ,

% - T
. ; .. 92 - :
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52.

53.

54.

55.

56.
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Issues Keyed
to Sites

locdtion of a group of people affect
the eation apd operation of a biling-
ual program?” .~ )

_To what extent does the size of a popu-
lation of one language group affect the
establishment of a bilingual program?

-

To:qZ:t extent doed the geographical

% -
To what extent does the length of time
a linguistic gfoup has resided in the
United States affect the bilingual pro-
gram? ’
Do "newcomers" have unique nheeds?”
Should language maintenance progpahs be
instituted to.meet the immediate transi-
tional needs of immigrants of all ages?

To what ‘extent do-immigrant people.tend
to have more personal and social prob-
lems than others, aftd how do’ these
-affect the achievement and attitudes’ of
-students?

To what extent should bilingual program
staff intervene in spcial, family and
personal problems? "

Should bilingual programs work more
clqsely with social agencies?

To what extent do social problems affect
absentee and drop-out rates?

What methods could be employed to pro-
.mote dxssemlnatlon of .materials and
technlqueq 'between programs’

.

. ".To what extent are special servige’

‘projects- and dissemination cefters used
—by b111ngual programs?

“ae, .
(2 * e
< ~ .

'

s

3
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6-10

6-10°
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Issues Keyed
to Siteeb

»
.6-10

_Are program needs 'met by these services?

67. In bilingual-bicultural programs where 9,10 ) . o
¢ consideration is given Yo-Asian cul- ” ‘ L
tures, to what extent are. teqchers able , Y
t : to avoid develOping expectatlons of ’ZA' '
b & A 5

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

62.

~

<?5.

68.

How could services be: imptoved?

[

‘Have models such as Service de Liaison
and LETA proven to-’be effective?

ytilize available resources rather than
—

duplicate them_independently? ~_/ .

. ;
To what extent does a past history of
exclusion and discrimination as seen in
American laws and practices towards
Asians present unique problems for bi-
llngual programs7

s

-

In particular, to what extent are-there
problems in getting parent support and
communify inv lvement; in developing
gaod self-concepts among Asian children;
in the selection and training of teach-
ers that are semsitive tg effects of
history on Asians and to the myths and
negative stereotypes that have develeped
in society about Asjars; in the selec-
tién and/or development of materials
that portray accurately the injustices
C experienced by Asians and the contribu-
ntionsothat Asians have made?

studehts based on stereotypes?

a1

To what extent dp or willrexisting bi--
' jingual-bicultural education programs -
"“for “Asian groups prove to represent .
.acceptable..models for compliance w1th
> the Lau vs. Nichols decision?

- . . . -

94

6-10

N 63. Could similar techniques be employed in , -1-10
. other language programs? - -
- = : - - ’ -
64. To what extent do programs rely on and 1-10 “y
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69.

71.

>

73.

74.

_immigrant groups’

. education pregrams for #Asian students

IS

AN

i )
Q &

To what extent are blllngual ~bicultural _
programs responsive to the educational
*.needs of new arr1va15° :

Are the ‘educational 5eq§§, attitudes and
expectations of new drrivals different
enough from those of second.and third |
generation Asian Americans so as to,ré:
quire special program comppnents such as
special materials, 1nstruct10nal strat-
egies, ’ .

etc.? .

Are there special educational problems .
such™as prevmbus levéls of schooling,
expectations of language learning,
socxallzatlon, and cultural factors
whlch are unique to diffttent Asian

.
- .

To whatrextént do recent immigration
patterns among Asian groups ‘€reate ~
acute needs for blllnguaLrblcultural
programs to be responsive to students
of secondary school age?
To what extent do values.held by Asian
children who are newcomers or the ex-
pectations held by teachers affect the
way <hildren respond to directions
glven.by teachers and to instructional
strategles used in the classroom’ .’

[N . = - /
To what extéent s it necesééry for
planners and teachers Ln“bLllngual

7 to understand and appreciate the cul®
ture and values of the grdUps they
teach? .

-

~

To what extent is the teacher's’ sensi-
ctivity to the use- of gestures and fa— "
clal expressions and tone of voicé
important in developing rapport in
classrooms with Filipino children? -

95

RO)

K}
o

»

lssues Keyed

s’ to Sites

2y

IQ'




77,

& " 78.
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Wquld emplqying 1nforma11ty “in- tﬁe

.llngual education programs 1nvolv1ng :

82.-- To what ‘extent are_cqrricuium develop-

To what -extént does the maintenance or
retention of certain Chineset cul

erits at an earlier age make learning. . ,

Engllsh easier? . ,

To what exteﬁt do differences lan-

guage structure between Chinegﬁ‘and ’

English languages contribute to diffi- SN
culties experienced by Chinese students
in learning English? To what extent -
are methods and materials available that

.car help diminish these difficulties?

- -

classtoom and inducing a more rélaxed
atmosphere for learning English be
helpful or -detrimental to the more
recent arrivyals? o ‘

o
H
.

'Or should such practices be, pﬁased in *°
in opder to fac1lltate their gradual. 'e PR

acquisition of a second language and ’

culture7 HET

‘ ) . ,
To what extent are teaclier attitudes .
and teacher .competencies in.a teaching-- .
learning environment important in bi-

A51an students? - L.

°
;
7 1Y

ment _problems further. complicated by

.the inavailability of, curriculum writers .
who 'can both write the language and .,

have the needed perspect1ve7 v e ¢

- —

To what extent céﬁ”and should’ blllngual
bicultaral programs be responsive te .
different dialects of major ‘languages?

.
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84, What criteria should be applied in de-
. 94ding'which spoken dialect should be
//ﬁsed in the classroom as a medium of"
. . / instruction? ©. .
/ . - .
/ .
/ ¢
/ « - \’ .
W . . . - -
4 . » ? = y
‘ ¢ 3 .t .
. A . .. A
/ L . - . rd .
, . .
Frd v 4
4 .
. ‘ . l- . ? .
. .
, ) - )
: ) . ‘
‘ﬂ L} \/
A * - .
- . )
L -
- L]
LY
- ’ - .
\ ’ ‘o
- *
. . -
- . '
. ’\_ . L
. L]
Y : : . :
. - .3
- N L]
. ! \‘ B
. . .
- £
»
Cw, ‘
. .
L}
. "
? -
- . } -
To., ’ ‘ :
' 97
. v »
- . . i .
. : A-10
Q .
ERIC "
’ * ',
Pz e ’
*

Issues Keyed
to-Sites -

-
“e
’
.
-
’
.
-
'
-
r
L3
2
.
.
~
.
.
> . 0
¢
13
L
L}

»

|
i




v

-~
-
N .
-
.
N
/
’
W
;
.
.
L)
.
-~
)
. -
-
.
.
. -
“
' a
.
.
-
o
’
-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N .

~

’:) .
r
< -
¥
‘
o~ »

S

APPENDIX B,

-

- Program Documentation Package

a-

LR —

‘s

o




-
. :f z

« T |

a SR ., ! | SRS
: . ¢ .
. . /I. P . ; L
PROJECT Ir.rom,no“ / . , b : .
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. Prograa Title .~ ’ ; . T )

" Address . " . ,
- M ’ -

LEA - . .
PR# - .- .o Grant Award

fear étarted . ' Expected 1ongévi£y

Year started under Title VII ™ ' Expected longevity

Program Dlreqtor [ 2 e - Phone

Number of schools i&&ol&éd i; zotalv;rogram ) - ] T

" Name of schools-

-
[y

Participants ' - .

Age rangé . Grade levels s

Total enrollment’ . ‘ ’ ) ’

Enrollment by grade levels

A

Average number of students per class ) NI

Number of English dominant students per school . s

Number of non-English dominant students ber'school

Language dominance

>

Coﬁmqnity income level/school: below $5,000 $10,000-515,000 *

z " $5,000-$10;600 above $15,000 ]

?efsonnel -

¢

Number of certlfled teachers per schoql

. Ethn1c1ty * o R \ - ' .
. -0 ‘ . s. |
) .Time of each devoted to b;llngual pragram / ) ’

Number of certifled blllngual teachers per school i ‘v

Ethn1c1ty ) - ]

Languaggs of bilingual teachers

* . Time devoted to bilingual program ‘ : .' ) 1

Number of non-cettified teachers per® school -

Ethnicity L

'Time/dévpted to bilingual program

. - .
v Pl *
.
’ . . .
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Number of mon-certified bilingual teachers per school

Iy

Ethnicity - 2

Languages of bilingual teachers - .
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Numberjo?vsgpporf personnel per school

w

Kind of support personnel
1] N N

Time devoted to bilingual program

Number of. bilingual support personnel per school

N
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' INTERVIEKEE INFORMATION :
M ’ . 2 ‘ -
. ’ ‘
Date o - s - '
) I/’ntervi?wee's Position - . -
° -- ‘ - e ’ .
- Interviewee's approximate age: . . iy .
]
. . A. 15-25 B. 25—25 €. 35-50 . -D. 50-over
\ ’ Length of time with the program .
. ’ " - ., N ) >
: Length of time with the school s
. Ethnicirty - . .
Mem}_)er' of community served by program .
Sections of interview completed
v “ Initials of Idterviewer _ - »
. . o . LI «
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1 ‘ M
» ) - ’ s
Program Components . ‘ .
- > . \ 3

Program Planning . . - .

H. Are there differences in the goals-4f program planning that result irom

o

" language and cultural considerations? o ~ -

PP.1.1. Gozls .
. a) First year goals ) . ) . .
N b) Present goals ° . . / ) , -
. c) Long-range goals
Changes in goals
.Reasons {or - changes
PP.1.2. Neceds Assessment . PR

a) Metheds,’instruments, Ior assessing needs
b) Persons or groups Involved in assessing needs
. ¢) XNeeds priorities - -, T
PP.1.3. Initial Stimulus for Bilingudl Frogram

. .
4 - .

"a) Previous efforts e ) !
. b) K& staff $ |
¢) Key community persong or groups ‘ . :,

\ .
PP.1.4. Pdanning Process (Séfore'program began)

a% = Key persons or'groups 1nvolved/roles in mago} pldnning -tasks

- b) Major activities . / .

.
’

PP.1.5.. Planning Process (oh-goiagj

-’ a) 'Key persons or groups involved/roles in major-planning tasks
b) Major activities N
c¢) Major changes_in initial plan A . -

" Reasons for changes
Provisions for qn—going_changes .

)

H Are there differences 1p approaches for program plannlng that result from

2 ﬁ\guage and cultural con51derat10ns of target group?
‘PP.2.1." Student Participants . S » ) .
a)’;Selection criteria or process
instruments . \
PP.2.2.. Influences in,prograg planning . : ._

a) Federal requirements or restrictions

v B-4
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.
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+ ‘ ¢
4
b) State requirements or restrictions ‘
c) Local requirements or resfrictions .
d) Lau vs. Nichols “decision . .
Effect bn program - . .- ;"

“H

Are there differences in approaches to prograg;plannlng that result from
soc1o—econom1c, demographic, and environmental variables of the target.

rou - N e - i
PP.3.1. Community(ies) B
. - '
a) Number of communities ser-ed by program . o .
: b) Racial makeup * . .
. ¢) Education level W
d) Focio-eéconomic status level - ..
e) Language dominance T
P f) Number ¢f language groups served
' _ Problems g
. , N \ W
PP.3.2. Characteristics of Communities
a) Rural ' . .
b) Urban ° ! . - -
¢) Suburban !
. d) ReServation - . <
e) Village . : Vo A
. f) Isolated
Effect on plllngual program ’ .
PP.3.3. ‘Environment of\Qomyunity . ’
R . a) Fedgral or state refesvations
A Effect. on ‘bilinggal program .
PP.3.4. Skudent #%rticipants . i
a) Recent iﬁmigtants . -t . .
b) Monolingual Amerlcan-born (target language) students . C
. Needs . , >
AT / Approach td tfeeting needs .
H, Are there differences in resources for program;plannlng whlch affect .
bilingual education prOJects7
PP.4.1. Available Resources for Program blanning
a). Consufbants
b) , Disseminatiofi centers .
,c)q Community organizations )
_d) National organizations
e) Other bilingual programs ) o
. f) LEA personnel -
g) Other federal programs .

?
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. . o
h) Universities/colleges = . . . S -
i), Parents o : - S R o ‘ A
L 2 +j) Community members . ‘ ) . . .
- - s . ) o o )

s’

PP,4.2. Resourge Sﬁaring ’ . - -

a) Personnel

] . b) Tterials - ' - ’ s
, ¢) Tygaining e ‘ v . ] '

. PP.4.3. -LEA Sgppogt in Planning Program . 3. . ’ ) . -
} 2)Y Money- : . : . ' o
_ - b) - Resources - & L o, .
. : c¢) <Consultation '
, d). Services .
e) Faciliites, ’ . .
. ~ )
* PP.4.4. Program Staff Involvement in Planning

H. Are there differences in costs of program planning which affect the '

- ’ bilingual program? '
3 T

PP.5.1. Planning Costs -

- a) Factors which increased costs © 7
. b) Most expensive items.in planning - .
"c) Alterations in program due to coOsts S . ' .
° <y a . - Pl
, PP.5.2, Budget Restrictions in Planning .
< . .
. . o
Ll a) Federal restrictiens i
' 4 b) State restrictiors’ *
o, Effect on*program
” : i - . »
S . - PP.5.3. ngelopyent PffProgram 4 4- .

k r . ’ .
a) Sufficient time * g ’
- - : o . Planning grant in proposal
b) Sufficient money
Needs, . .ot

PP.5.4. Budget Expansion (hypothetical) .. "/’/’
’ ’ . ) - .
- 'a) Additions-to program o T .

Program Management and Adminigération

-

b ) . s e . »
H, Are there differences in the godls of program management and administration

1 that result from language and cultural considerations of the target group?
. N ]
PMA.1.1. Goals for Program Management, and Administration : . J!‘..
a) Persons involved in setring-goals . . : ; ;
_ b) Groups involved in sztting'goals : ' ’
O A . B-6
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H. Are there differences in approaches to program management and adminiétratinn

2

‘ PMA.2.1, Director .

— a)

-
Y

b)

that result from language and cultural considerations of the target group?

-~

Selection procedures - 7 . R

Perscns or groyps involved -
Responsibilities . .. v,

Additional responsibilities different

Irom others in parallel positions -

Decision making concerned with

¢) Time devoted to program
. d) Length of time in present p031tion .
- e) Length of time in program.
PMAI2.2. As€istant Director >
. -a) Selection procedures ) .
b) Responsibilities ’
, . ¢) Time devoted %o program . o . .
. d) Length of time in‘present position ’ ] ’
e) Length'of time in program '
. — ~ -
PMA.2.3./Informal Assistants to Director . .
a) Positions L.
b) Roles v
PMA.2.4. Advisoty Boards or Committees . s
- - ¥ .
a) Types of boards or committees : ‘
Teacher . -
* ) Parent- o -
¢ Community - .
School - . . N
PMA.2.5. Organization of Pfogram Management ) ) 1
v [
. . . A% '
- a) Chain of command .. T

. b)

\

b)
c)
d)

Structure of program management W1th school’ management
Separate from school management :
Within structure of school management
Coordinated with school 'management R

Positive and negative eifects ot

-

: &PMA.2.6. Administ?ation's Attitude Toward Biling al Program (examples)

NOn—bflingualzstaff

School board )
1EA "
Effect on program ) ) PR

~

-

ot an
Il T
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H3 Are there differences in resources for program management and administration .
g? <t whlch résult from sociqeconomic, . demogrqphlc, and env1ronmental variables
! of the target group? Lt . )
o - \ . o - . “ = ‘.
: PMA.3.1. Bilingual Program Administration Sité - ’ . )
) .
.a) Located in school . . . < )
. R b) Located outside of school - o = , -
. ¢) Distance from School- . : .
, Problems relatéd to location ' .
PMA.%.Z..Management of Program . . - i . )
. , . . * :
= a) Management of more than one school . - . .
. . Number of schools - . S
Problems involved Y ’ )
z - Y . . . : . -
* £ - . 'o( - "s
H, Are there differences in resources for program management and administration
-which affect bilingual education’for the target group? T S
. . . -
' PMA.4.1. Resources in Program Management, oL ’ ‘ . . '
. . | . : -
) a) Resources from LEA . . ) .
. b) Resources from échoo} or district personnel -
. PMA.4.2. Resources Needed But Not Available : - o *
- ! , . . . -
: .a ReaSOns for inavallablllty . . b .,
. H_. Are there dlfferences in costs in program anagement and administration
) which affect the bilingual program? ‘ o
- I8 . a . . . ‘
. t - » * ) .
. PMA.5.1. Program Management Budget . t . ro,
v . . . ' > . .
.a)~ Most expensive items (besides’salary) * ‘ . -
b) Unusual costs. due to location of administration 51te .
—_— Factors cau51ng hith costs s .
- L, > ) .
PMA.5.2. LEA Financial Assistance to Bilizgual Program, - Cm
: a) Materials and supplies , .
b) Equipment - ., %, - / .
S .- ‘¢) Office space .
: . ‘ ~d) Travel, '
T 3 e) Salaries (specify)
f)- Consultants and contracted services o . e
Bilingual Curriculum and Instruction - . .
Hl Are there differencés in goals for the bilingual curriculum and instruction -
v that result from lamguage and lultural considerations of the target group?
) . M . ' : . S {
BCI.1.1. Bilingual Curriculum and Instruction Goals <L -
= a) Five most important goals set for this year
‘ ? . 7 * o ’ ' ) .7
\ ! . — B-8 ' w
Q. C . : > b
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- ) - ‘ B 3 © o =t {
b) Five most ifiportant long-rarge goals , L,
L Expected time to meet goals . . .
‘& c) . Goals for monolingtal (target .group) students .
3 d) Goals for monolingual limited-English-speaking students Yo
e) Goals for monolingual-English- speaking Anglo students .
13 f) -Goals for monollngual—Engllsh speaking (target group) students .

H, Are there differences in approaches to bilingual curriculum @nd 1nstruct10n
in the bilingual program that result from 1anguage andaeﬁltural considexations
of the target group? Lo K - .
. ) Q N - o .
. BCI.2.1. Languages-and/of Dialects Spoken . ‘ C - )

a)  By» community members ' : e
« b) By students :
g High school age -~
* Jr. high sthool age .
: Intermediate grade age o . . . e P
+ Primary grade age- ’ ’

2
» - -

BCI.2.2. Lnéllshf-Speaklng Communi ies . ” “ 5
\ a) De51re for b111ngua1 bicultural education ot ‘
‘ ) Need for bilingual-biculturai education - ‘. . .

.- BCI.2.3. Chatacteristics of Pro%fam

" . a) Bilingual'

* b)  Bilingual-bicultural : . Y
.c)  Bictltural L : S ¥
d) ESL . . e o Y
. ’ , - . , .
BCI.2.4. Student Language Dominance {, IR ’
4 Ed
a) Number of monollngual Engllsh speak1n035tudents o,
- . Ancestry - . {?
, b) Number of limjited- Engllsh speaklng students’ S
Ancestry , -
» ¢) Number of monollngual (target group) students -
) Ancestry ) - RS

fﬁ) ‘Prégram's reésponse to atcomodate different dialects
e) Program’ S response to accomodate wide diversity of language
ab111t1es o - I

BCI.2.5. Instructional Methods. .- ‘l \ . e

A 4

a) Individualized instruction ’
b Criteria for individualizing instruction , ’ g .
Subject areas
Methods for instrucgtion
b) Grouping problems
Criteria for grouping
SubJect areas grouped
¢ Children grouped o ‘
Methods_of .instruction’ .

-

x




BL1.2.6. English Inetruction/; L - - . W

- . - . .

. Agé€ : , , .

) ~  Ability level - - S
) ~  Grade - - DI -

O e _b) Instructors i . - - ' 7.
. ;__ . P Ancestry ' ‘ I :
- T e c) . Metﬁods of teaching English = | .
- . ... To English-dominant students )

o

~

. d) Time Spent in English 1nsEructlon S T

‘ o A For Enigiish~dominant students . .

. o : ~ For "(target group) students v e

. . iﬁ$~ - For each consecutive grade level ’ '

Lo ~ Incredse (how much) ) R
L

‘ e) Subject areas using Engllsh language as mediym. of

s

1nstructlon - “

f)' Grade levels using English as:medlum of 1nstruct10n

,l * -
. . BCI.2.7. (Tatget Group) Language lnstruction ‘

-

- } ‘

-

a) Introductlon of formal (target group) language 1nstrucslon
‘ Age
Ability level ol .
.~ ». Grade _ . f’i . ) L
y ‘ ’ ~ b) Instructor(s) A L a3 -
' Ancestry - ' - o
. ¢) Methods of teaching, (target group) language
] To English-domimant studeants - - Pt -
To (target group)’ studentst\\ -

“d) ‘Time spent in (target group) ‘language . . -

- ) . For English-dominant students ’
For (target group) students ; v -
For each consecutive grade level ‘
Increase (how much) ) . v -
Decrease (how much)” —. . .
Lo - 7e)’ SubJect areas using (target group) language as medium of
v, instruction
£} Grade levels u51ng (target group) language as medium of
instruction

BCI:2.8. Bilingwal Edacation Patterns

.\ g - - "

P .

DEREIN . a) Tran51t10nal blllngualism. 16 programs of this nature
T 'the mother ‘tongue .is used only until the childrén adjust
. ) to school and are able. fo follow the academlc subJects
\ o in the second language . -
b) Monollterate bilingualism: Programé'of this nature have
' : . ‘ - “as a goal fthe development of oral language in the mother
- - tongue and the second langpage, but reading is taught only
. " in the second language. Prog%ams with this kind of orien-:
o : “ . tation reptresent an intermediate stage between language )
. shift and language maintenance. S
. . "3
- o . ) N
: re » . [ . ‘
o , ‘- ) B-10 :
B . ’ - ’
- -7 108 - v

. -a) Introduction of formal English language xnstructlon L \.a

;o Decrease (how ‘much) - . .

. To (target group) students e o e e ‘~—~~~a--——~:‘

1?
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c¢) Partial bilingualism: Rrograms of this nature have as an
objective fluency and literacy im both- languages, but -1it-

B L reracy in the mother tongue is ¥imited to some content areas,
. preferably those that have direct relatlon to the culturg

of the 11ngulst1c group ‘ N

d) 'Full bilingualisfi: In programs wh e full bilingualism is
. the main goal, students are taught ‘all skllls in both lan-
. guages in all domains o . .
BCI.é.9., Gur;iculum Content '/ o .
‘. a). Culzural customs, traditions, values (target group)
Subject areas .
b) Cultural customs, traditlons values (Anglo)

Subject areas

- k

¢) Cultufal customs, tradltepns, values (recent 1mm1grant7)

. . Special: con51derat10ns, .5
» - Effect on teaching srrategies °
Special'wmeeds - S )
- A Program!s response to needs .-
: .+ Unique problems -

. - d)

e) State or school requ1rements for curriculum content
A

BCI 2. 10 Self Concept

L4

ot

-
- 5) Major influences im the eiassroém )
. b) Most important influence .
= c) Change in student attitudes and behavioy
Towards schodl v
- Towards self )
. Towards peets‘ ! !
- Towards staff °
Towards (target group) language
Towards ‘English language o
. d) Effect on student attitudes and, achievements
Presence of bilingual staff .
BCI.2.11. Bilingual Curriculum Expansion ; o
. a) Grades ¥ e
b) Levels ’ .
.- e) Avallablllty of funds . . e -
.. ' d) Ava11ab111ty of-resources
- . g R v

H. Are there differences in approaches “to bllingual curriculum and instruction

Comparability to regular (non—Tltle VII) school curri

As.\lum

? which result from sdcideconomic, demographlc, gquraphlc, -and’ env1ronmental

varlables of the target group?

BCI.3.1. Recent Immlgration ] - . >

a) Nunber_oﬁ recent immigrants

Country-originating from
Title VII school

¥ B-11
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- il -
- - . , . .
- ] ” . .
/ y )
b) Special needs -
. . . Language maingenance programs *
. Special 1nstr oft- .
. Orientation before entering program .
<, . c¢) Instructional- strategles
B : - Special considerations .
. ’ Unique problems _ ' :
‘ e ot , Programs response to groblems
" d) Secondary level immigrants - ‘
. Accomodation «of immigrants who are above age or.grade
y ; . ‘level of the Title VII pro;ect
. Feagibility- . ,
) A Problems 1nvolved
BCI.3.2. .-Geographlt Location of School
» a) Number of schools inm Title VII program
b) Location of séhool(s) 2
e <In community .
- Outside communjty - - - . -
o> o Distance from community Z ;
‘ ¢c) .Student transportatlon to school
Bus (distance)
' . Car .(distance) .
' * Malk (distance)
d) Boardlng schools
) * Adults in residence at school
. Number ] - .
* Role SN . ‘
o < ¢ Ancestry 0 -
‘ T Te) .Problems in geographlc lotation .
- \ 3 .
BCI.3.3. Student Transition Erom Title VII Prqgram.to Regular School
, . ) Curriculum content preparation’ ' .
b), Orientation procedures or preparation 4
) ~ “¢) Student turndver - ]
) ~ Effect on studernt, attltudes .- ’ "
. , ~ Effect on student achievement '
BCI.3.4. Student Mobility Patterng, ) ‘ S ..
T % AN .
R . a) Consistency of treatment
: N b) Project's approach td transiemt students -
[ b : .
B, Are there differences”in resources’for the fé:get group wﬁlch affect
. . € bilingual curriculum and/or instfuction? J
! ~ ' - B 'a’.
BCI.4.1. Community Resources (Human), . . A -
-~ ) L A 4 , M
. v a) 'Availability of people resources. o s
' b) Program use of resources in billﬁgual curr‘iculum:~ o
i ) Role . . et ~
. _<Activities =0l " S
: oo . - 110 - A R N
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. 1 . .
° &
\‘ ¢
. .
, - <~ . - N
’ i ’
Y - . . ’0
, BCI.4.2, Community Organizations' Resources : . . . . . .
- \ -
-~
' ! a) Avallablllty of organlzatlons or groupg c .
, < b) .Program use of resources in bilingual curricdlum
. *" Role . *

4 Activities .
- " . - .

* BCI.4!3. Community Facilities or Natural Resources

~ . . . .
) a) Ava11ab111ty. . < 7 Fy .
TR b) Program useb of resources in blllngual curriculum
Activities -t
r. ” . .
BCI.4.4. Curriculum Writer(s) or Developer(s) “. ,
a) Anceséty '
. . b) Culturzl_perspébtive
. c) Ability,; B -
d) Problems in acquiring curriculum developers ’
! HS Are there difference§ in, costs of ,the bilingual curriculum and 1nstruct10n
v, which- aiject bil'ingual education ror the target group? . *

g

BCI.5.1. LEA Financial Assistance to Bilingual Curriculum and Instruction

MEC 2N -
o

a) Salaries- N B ’ " .
~  b) Facilities " ‘ - ]
) c) Imstructional supplles and/or equ1pment T . -
. d)’ Instructional training and development S ) .
. e) Materials (commercial books, medla materials) " -
f) Contracted services .
, g) Travel ) '

¢ .

. ., .
BCI.'S.2.* Federal Assistarce (specify areas_and amounts)
. N - ‘

o« @) Title I (ESEA)

by Title IL (ESEA) ' CL
¢) Title IV (Indlan Edugatlon Act) . ; . .
d) Bia . ' -
¢ BCI.S5.3. State,Assistaﬁce (specify areas and amounts) - . “ )
- e a) State+bilingual legislation , N
BCL.S.4. Bilingual Curriculum gnd Z73 5 d '
) . " a) Most expensive items (besides salaries) ) R B
. " 'b) Budget increase (hy;othetlcal) . : -
i / Additions to BCI ' . o .
., ¢) Costs each consecutive yegr . ) . &
: " Increased (explain) % . i
, Decreased (exzplain)
: " ‘ ~  Remained sam¢ - : '
o 111 ° SR :
. [ ' v . . ,
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BC1.5.5
. a) Time and cost of research " . .
. b) « Time and cost of development % . : .
c) Time, and cost of demonstration *
Materials Ac¢quisition and Development . b C . -
H. Are there differences in the goals of materiads acquisition and development .

that result from language and cultural -considerations of the target group?

_MAD.1.1. Goals for Materials Acquisition and Development
a) Constraints to meeting goals
- b)' Time expected to meet goals ) -
o '
H, Are there differences in approaches to materials,acquisition and development
that result from language and cultural considerations of the target group?
. . M . iﬁf‘ ’
MAD.2.1. Language Form . o
a)” Written - . . . -
b) Written previously, not writtéh now
- c) Not written . ) . .
MAD.2.2. Language in Written Form Now — -
@ a) Developer(s} Tt .
Position -~ . .
-Role . ' . . \ 3 .
Ancestry » . . ' , »
* Perspective : ' )
Results of work - C
. Repnesentative of language and culture §
+* b) Status of written form
When developed ’ . .
¥ - " Stage of development or refining-of orthography ° . .
Ptoblems in development T S
. ¢) Implementation-of written form . . . .
: When implemented ’ ”
P Stage of implementation ,
) Problems in implementation
d) Community familiarity with written form ) ‘ .
e) Classes available to teach written form =’ 3 ‘
Instructors ’ .. .
. . Role/ancestry ’ ) ' o )
' Appfoach to teaching language '
. Frequency of classes : . :
. Number of community members attending * )
T;*? A Problems in having classes PN .
, AT .
- MAD.2.3. Language ertten PreviousTy e dritten Now *
. a) Developers of prev1ous form ] T Ty — “
. , Role . ' T T
- Ancestry ’ . . TR
‘ B-14 o .
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Perspective : .
Results of work . :
Representative of danguage and culture
b) Status of written form
N . When developed .
c) Availability of this form
d) Reasons for ‘non-use

M4D.2.4. Language Not Written Now .

a) Stage of development:
b) Key members involved in development
Role ) .
Ancestry ) - g
Perspective ’
Results of work
¢ - ¢) Oral state to written form g
Procedures
Activities
Problems
d) Linguistic considerations
Problems in developing- alphabet -
Dialects ’ ‘ -
o Sounds .- g .

’

MAD.2.5. Incorporation of oral traditioms of (target gfoup)}

B -

- L]

. . ., a) Procedures . )
. ‘b) Problems’ s ’ .
v - . .
H, Are there differences in appréaches to materials acquisition and development
which have resulped -from socioeconomic, demographic, and environmental vari-
ables of the target group? )

' . MAD.3. 1. Geographic Location of School . . " ,\w

- .,
-

a) Effect-on materials acquisition and development
b) Proximity to institutional resources
L4 .

] \ . Universities . .. )
) ReSearch centers . = . : R
; 1’ Dissemination centers . © ” : .
. Media centers . ’ o . o
3 . Resource ‘centgrs - _ Ct . )
o * . c) -Use of institution resoureces ' ] - . u
. ' H Are there differences in resources for.the target group that affect }
"materials acquisition and develdpment in the bilipgual program? .
MAD.4.1y Materials A¢quisition for Englisﬁ Instructiqn - - . 7
e a) Availability of materials il - .
Commercial “and non~commercial .- -

.
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b) Use of materials '’ ) : :
~¢) Reviewing and selection procedures
- ' d) Persoéns involved in reviewing and selecting

ej Adaptation procedures
f) Steréotyping problems in available materials
L] . .

MAD.4.2. Materials Acquisition for (target group) Instruction,’ ,
a) Availability of materials,
. €ommercial ) : )
. v Other bilingual programs -
. . Other ‘countries (specify which country(ies))
b) Use of materials
] c) Reviewing and selection procedures
‘ - . d) Persons involved in reviewing and selectin}
e) Adaptation procedures _ ‘
Problems involved °

v f) Stereotyping problems. 1n avallable mater1als
MAD.4.3. Materials ‘Acquisition (culturEI) ‘ S e,
. a) Other federal 'programs in school o
o . b) Other federal .programs in the community : .
" ‘c) Previous bilingual program efforts . ,
) .d) Cowmunity members . . oo
3 e) Parents . oy ,
f) -Organizations R ! .
. . g) Limitdtions or constraints in acqu1f1ng/mate:1als , "
: MAD.4.4. Materials development for‘bLlingual curriculum o \'
a)+ ¥Xind of materials . ° - -
' ¢ ,Hard -cover books . ) ® .
“ - .- * 7 Paperbacks . RN
. Workbooks ’ ’ . «
M Audio/visual materials ® ! :
: Manipulative materials (games, ;lashcards, etc ) :‘
. Instructional units or modules ™~ .
' b) Key persons or groups involved 1n development of materldls
. e ‘Role . : N -

- Activities ’ *

b c) Problems in developing materials .

. H5 Are there differences in costs for mateélals acquisition and development
in the blllngual program of the target/ group?

- . MAD.5.1. Budget for Materials Acquisitjon and Development

b) Most expensive items/in MAD. (Explaln)
c) Unusual costs.

| Development ac

. [ ) ~d) Existing needs , . P )
: e) Future:needs / ] 1 l 4 # o
/ "B-16 ‘ e
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MAD.5.2. Budget Increase {hypothetical)

. ‘ .

* a). Additions to MAD

Staff Recru1cmegt and Development - . . T
. ‘ %,
Hl Aré there differences.in the goals of staff recruitment and development"
_ that result from cultural considerations of the target group?

SRD.1.1. - Goals for Staff Recruitment and Development

a) Most important long .range goal K , ‘h) s
b) Most impbrtant present year goal
c) Leng;ﬂ of time expected necessary to meet goals

v ’

Hz Are there differences in approaches to staff recru1tment and development
that result from language and cultural considerations of thé& target groqgi

SRD.2.1. Sggff Recruitment . ‘ e . .
a) Procedures for récruiting staff
b) Requirements or specifications of staff

Attitudes L
Skills : ’
o _ Background h\\_
- - ¢) Special considerations in recruiting .
. Target group members  -p.
Bilingual members -
d) Problems in recruiting.staff
_"SRD.2.2. Staffing Pattern (chart) - Jgs:.  °
a) Percentage of (target -group) staff membegs ‘
b) Percentage of Anglo staff members .
¢) 1Ideal composite staff (explain)
- ] d) Availability of ideal teachers B .. -
' e) Availability of ideal.teacher teams
SRD.2.3. Instructional Staff
. a) Titles ) 7 . .-
b) Duties and responsibilities “ .. ‘
. " ¢) - Labor divisions :
d) Instructional time Coes : o
ey, Volunteers . . ‘ -
7, Role A ' '
Ancestry ’ ] .
f) Consultants kB - & _ ) -
Role s * s
i Ancestry .




SRD.2.4.  Staff Meetings ' oL .
a) Frequency . ! ) f
. b) Purpose ' i
- c) Stafif attendance . PRI X
) d) Opportunities to exchange 1deas, materlals, tecﬁnlques /
* Planned by school . .
. Individual interest /- .

" o’ * : P " - - ‘ ,
SRD.2.5.- Staff Release Time . - /
- /
a) Staff meetings__ R
b) Conferences or workshops
c) Classroom preparation - R
d) Imservice training

SRD.2.6. .Staff Training and Development

¥

a) Frequency of ingervice sessions . .
Length of sessions’ _ o
. ¢ e Time of sessions : . - 2
. . . . - : .
. b) Location of inservice sessions :
Problems .- L os
c) ,-Instructors . i '
In-house staff - : : e BEPE
.- " Consultants - . . 2
’ Universities -
~ d) ' Needs assessment ‘. . .
X Provisions for déngoing assessment ) .
' . ) = ) - .t . \
SRD.2.7. Training Sessions y ;
. ‘ =% » . , ‘
a) Attendance L . . .
. All staff PR .
Volunteers . T . ot .
Community . . ’

Non-Title VII staff '
b) Content (subject matter)
Understaydlng and appreciation of {target group) 1anguage .
and culture ’ .
Understanding of methodologies of b111ngua1-educat10n -
. Undgtstanding of’ educational methods *
-’ . - Training to accomodate different dialects
Training to acdbmodate dlfferen& students langugge ab111L1es
¢c). Methods
Understanding and apprec1at10n of (target group) 1anguage
> and culture .
Understanding of methodolojii;/gf b111ngua1 educatlon

. . A

Understanding of educationa ethods
““Training to accomodate different dialects
Training to accomodate different studeﬁts language abilities -,

[

.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SRD.2.8. écaff‘Develbpnent - R ‘
a) Motivational techniques ’ . ) o
. College credits (degree bound) e 5
Pay raise ot )
Payment of tuition
b) Self-improvement classes (not directly c-prected with’
! performance in classroom) - .
School ) _ | ‘ .
e Univer(gigy - .
District . . :
c) Status of certlflcatlon of teachers , .
Length of time expected to meet full certification of staff .
Certification problems ) .
d) Problems in staff development '
. H, Are there differences in approaches to staff recruitment and develobment::
which result from socioeconomic, demographic, and environmental variables
of the target group? - .
j 4
SRD.3.1. Staff Recruitment . s,
] . . l \
a) Geograﬁhlc location of school
’ " Teacher incentives to come to area .
Problems in location , ’
. - “ oL -,
SRD.3.Z. 'Teacher Training Institutions - ‘-
lC
a)’ ProxlmLty ’
- b) Sypportiveness of program ' -
) ~" c) Expertlse to train teachers for bilingua}l program
_SRD.3.3. Hpme Visits . T ..
3 7 . « N F . . } ‘ .
- a) Opportunltles for teacher/home eontact T i . ’
: . Structured (mandatory, planned) '
. Non-structured (optional, unplanned) L ’ .
b) Key persons involved . P , . .
, Bilingual instructional staff . . .
‘. Anglo instructional staff . (
~ Bilingual support staff s o .
. Director o -~ :
c¢) Frequency of visits . ' . -,
d) Purpose’oﬁ visits e
. . . ," - - . "’
H, “Are there differences in the resources for staff recruitment apd developient
which affect bilingual education for the £arget group? = . .
. - N # N - :
SRD.4.1. State or local laws . - o *
a) Recruitment.procedures ‘ ) ) o -
b) Selection Procedures e .
. - ¢) -Training procedures y S
* . d) Effect on blllnguaL program' - b
: . . B-19 . . N
“ . Al Vﬁa, “ ! " ’ ' - |’ - '
L 117, | ,




SRD.4.2.

SRD.4.3.

SRD.4.4..

H_ Are there differences in costs

Availability of Staff

Volunteers

a)  Community members
b) LEA staff - -
. ¢) Organizations

Turnover Rate of- Teachers

3

.a) Problems . -

of staff recruitment and development which

5

affect bilingual education for the target group?

.

3

Parent and Community Involvemeng

H. Are“there differences in the goals of parent and community involvement

.

)
v

1

. SRD.5.1. 1Instructional Salaries °
a) Percentage paid by Title VII . .
b) Pgrcentége paid by LEA .
c) Percentage paid by other (specify)
SRD.5.2. Instructional Salaries .
. a) School regulated )
. b) Project regulated ! 'Lk
c) State regulated ©
SRD.5.3. Dfscrepancies in f
a) Certified instructibéal staff Lo . o,
b) Non—certifieé'instructional staff, -
. c) Bilingual staff .
/ d). Non—Bilingualzstaff .
’ v, = *
SRD.5.4: Budget for Staff Recru1tment : oy .
!' a)-- Unusual "costs * : . ) .
%& B) Budget increase (hypc*ﬁetlcal) -
(R Additions . .

group?” ) — -
PCI.1.1. Goals for Parent'and Community Involvemént ]
.a) Procedures for establishing goals
. b) Key person involved ”

c)

Evaluation of goals .
Instruments
Frequency

’ ) .B;éo ) , -

that result from language and cultural considerations of .the target .




"
\

“Programs response : |

PCI.1.2. Community Control (Policy makip
a) Long-range goal
b) Desire in commumity
" c¢)  Feasibility, -

* d) Constraints - oo ) . .
PCI.1.3. Advisory Committee:s) o -"*%Tf{ ' ‘

B a) Types ’ . ] -
b) Membership .o s ) . - " - "
c) Ethniy, makeup ' . . . .
d) Chairmah ", - B
E) Responéiblignles R .

Dec151on—ma§1ng powers - ' . ’ N

PCI.liA- Advisory Committeeds) Meetings .
' - ?
a) Language(s) used.to conducffmeegings
b) Frequency of meetings .
¢) Announcement(s)

. Type
R o Purpose (actlvjtles, meetings, progress) o ) T,
C Language(s) used i . C
d) Location of meetings : ) .. -
. * e) .Time'scheduled ' . ° ) {

f) Attendance
Members only

, Open to public ) _ - ' . ) N -
Staff =~ - T L o T \ . .. C
©.8) Purpose of meetmngs C e . . a ‘ ) 7

H, Are there differences in approaches to parent and community involvement

whlch result from language and cultural con51derat10ns of theo target groqp’ s
-

~

PCI.2.1. Lapguage'Dominance of Community . .
‘PCL.2.2. Parént add _Community Idboiﬁeﬁent”

~-. - .

a) Procedures. for gettlng parent/commun1ty involvement
- "”  Announcements . . o 3 ’
Néewspapers o

+  .Radio "~ - o T - ; o

SRR - A A : _ . y
. ‘ Active solicitation ) ‘ .

\ Advisory committee(s) - : 4
b) Areas of Participation DA . .
,+  Program planning - s .
2 Curriculum development

Instruction

,- - A,: . L \: ' ~]-}19
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c)

N

Materials: developmeiit .
Staff training < -
Evaluation ..
Activities .
Program_planning : .
* Curriculum development ' -
Instruction
Materials development

i
e

)

-Staff training .
'\ Evaldation _ 7 - K
d) -Participants and Role (targét grgup) .
Pommunity organizations |
Lommunity members .

‘ " v

- 'H :;2

Parents . - - .. v ’
Extended- family B L
PCI.2.3. Adult.Education Classes : SR '
a) Subject areas W
b) Frequency . - :
¢) 1Llocation . oo g
d) Attendance ‘ ‘ i e
. e) Methods ; “ . R 7
PCI.2.4. Effective Methods for'Yncreasing'Parqgs/Communiky Involveheqt’
. = . » -
PCI.2.5. Problems: in Getting Parent/Commynity Involvement
-y . C ,.. . - /,' ; g L. .
PC1.2.6. Effe¢t of Involvement in Proé?am : 3 .
a) Policy change : . . . .
.Cb)_>Instruction . .o
. . c¢) Staff attitude ’
" d) Student -self-concept . -
Change. in attitudes, behavior, achievermhent R
e) Dropout and absenteeism rates .- = e T
~_£). Student ‘enrollment patterns - : ..
st . ) X

PEETIEY

PC1.2.7. Effect of Involvement in Community

~

a) Attitude change. - . . , .
b) Cfbss¥cu1tura1 exchange . . ;

c) Awareness of school “ . ' .
d) Interest in educational matters - TR

e there differences in approaches to parent and community involvement

3. which result from socioeconomic, demographic, and environmental variables

" of the target group? .

PCI.3.

1. Location of School and Community
. A d

- -

-

R ’hj' Problems” i
b) Effect on involvement

O

© 120 -
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- PCI.3.2. Immigrants , } - -

. . - P td bl

a) Special services or iqformatibn

- " b) Referrals 'to social serwvice agenc1es . Sl
c) Orlentatlon procedures ) - . .
PCI.3.3. Parental Mobility oo : =
. a) Tran51ency problems . ’ ) ‘ ’ -

b))% Effect on student -7 ‘

»
+

H Are;thep//dlfferences in resources “for parent and communlty involvement

which Affect the bilingual program? - j ~ ] _
- ~ . ’ l
PCI.A.l.'/Fac11ities Available for Parent/Comiunity Involvemeént - .
'é) Adult education classes
Materials - _ . . °
3 Instructors ' ~ B
b) Advigory group meetlngs -
Activities ’ - .
Resources

Bl - =

PCI.4.2. Additional Resources Necessary for Parent/Community Inyolvement_'

HS Are there differences in costs of parent and community involvement~in ‘.-
. the bilingual program of the target group? -0t

=

PCI.5.1. Budget for Parent/CSmmunity‘Involvement . .

-
-

a) Propertlon of budget allotted to. parent/communi.ty involvement
b) Most expensive items in parent/communlty 1nvolvement

-

PCI.5.2: Budget Restrictions and Effect on Program .

-a) Federal agenc1es (Tltle VII) ° s
) b) Stdte agencies : )
c) LEA . .

PCI.5.3. 'Budget Assistance for Parent/Communicy Tnvolvgment

+

. a) Federal agencies (be51des Tltle ViI) -

4

. b) State’ agehc1es . . .
: . c) LEA . .
: d) BIA - o
PCI.5.4. Budget Increase ‘hypothetical) ‘ L .

a) Additions’
w ¥ . . -

LN
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Program’and Student Evaluation ° . .

' g L-c

H, Are there dlfferences in" the goals ‘6f program and student evaluation that
result from language and. cultural considerations of .the target group?

- =~ -

’ ’ 3
PSE.1.1. , Goals of Program Evaluation . “ - . .
PSE.1.2. Goals of Student Evalia€ion , e
_ , P5k21.3. Requirements for Evalnétion . /
) a), Title VII ,, .. ) - ,
) . ) 0
: . , b)‘ State  _ . N ’ _ \
- . - ¢) LEA - i ! .
- : Effect on program - ot .
.PSE.l.A, Removal of Restrictions and/or Reqnirements (hypothetical) R
\ . . ’ !
. a) - Changes in program and student evaluation
H, Are there differences in apﬁnoacheé to program and student‘evaluation,thaf
¢ result from language and, cultural considerations of the target group?’
' PSE.?.l. Program Parts Assessed o T o : .
- T o a). Planning “ C .
AR Fg . .b) Program management and administration
L ¢} Bilingual curriculum and instruction . Do
A d) Parent/communlty involvement ) o . ‘e
. . ‘e) Staff , _ . ) -
- ) - £) Staff recruitment BN H
g) Staff development
. c . *
PSE.2.2. Evaluation of Program : ‘ .
’ ‘ a) Instruments © ) g ' . . ’
v s .. Appropriateness - - oo ‘
: b) - Selection ‘of instruments =~ - 8 ' ’ '
_Procedures . T ) g :
* v ' Key persons involved ’ .. ) .
] c) .Frequency of assessmént = - . ) Y. ©
- g . - d) Agency or persons contracted ) ’ '
" e) ‘Key persons involved P . - 4
f) Changes in'program , )
PSE.2.3. Student ‘Evaluation : o . ' - .
4y Instruments . ' S ‘
. Standardjized - . . . .
. : Criterion-referenced | . N ’ )

Teacher made

"Parental advice

S ez T
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c)

d)

-
o g M -
v
»
.
.

Use of instruments
Achievement
Language dominance - \
Attitude (self-concept) <
3kills in subject-areas

-Selection of instruments .

Key persons involved .
Procedures ot 5

Development of instruments
Key persons involved

b

Qo
I

CRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ,/

R
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. PSE.4.2. Edblyation Agencies or Evaluators - . e ,
’ ‘1"’ » . et o " E4 -
BN s a) [ .
s - B o .
T ) Availabil;ty g K2 . B
o p c) Staff training far, evaluation £y Ak

. e { - Procedures for development ) 4
. Validation of *irnstruments
. - Prediction of .instruments .
. . ] Language used . P
o ; ' Approp;zateness of 1nstruments , *
t - Problems in deyeloplng instruments,
. : ' e) Problems in student evaluation » . ’
PSE.2.4. Pupil Progress
L .. H z B . .
D . o~ 0 a) Assessment recerds 4
. - .~ Type - . -
. - ,b) Reports to parents i >
RN ) . Conferences- o ' , ’
T TN Report cards LT
. ) Phone calls . - . . . . ..
-t . . Community liaison petrson e L7
. . ) &) Language(s) used in.reporting -
- - LN 3 ’
. “?SE 2.5. Program Recommendations fot Program £valuation ~ ’
. \‘ *
. ‘ ;Are there differences’in approaches whlch result from soc1oeconom1c, demo-
. [Aﬁ#xfrg?déﬁlc, and-environmental varlables for the target groqp”
’ .ﬁt SRS ! S~ i o
. . ,“ ER TS Student Educatlonal Needs 2 N
Lo LY » 0 N > , ’ ‘, .
RS a) Assessmént procedures ? :
e o r , ~
1w b) Key persons involved 5.
. . . . ) .
. RN . . .
o PSE.3.2.- Communlgy Educatlonal Veeds _ .
- Loy e - ” '
v B I , a). Assessment procedures , ; .
. 272‘ , : b) Key persoits 1nvolved ’ S
‘ LA ‘ '“. NN + ’ b * ' v
et H& Afe.there differences in the resoutces for program and student
Lol " evaluatiom in the blllngual program?
i » el apa? - Y .
a sz L2 ’ .- M \A"‘ ‘ r
A PSE 4 l.« Avaxiablllty of Approprlate Ipstruments -or . ‘

'




. P s
“ , . - R - i .
- [ . ~ ’
. ? - v ¢
H_ Are there differences .in costs of program and student evaluation ’
. in the bilingual program? o T
-: r : . R ) - 7 »
’ PSE.5.1. Budget Assistance ) ) ] . .
p . - T , Y
. : a) ‘Title VII o . : : : .- .
. b) LEA L - - \ .
‘ c) State ' T _ ‘
] dy Other federal programs ’ T, : . -
A K —.‘i" . U ’ .
\ "PSE.5.2. Development of Instruments . T : ’ ¢
’ a) Uausual costs. ©° - R .
; ) - b) Training staff - - .
.7 .. ¢) Consultants _ ; ] . .=
PSE.5.3. Continuation of Bilingual Program
a) Anticipated funding source ' s
. LEA - ' te e
State
BIA .
District ,
- - Other federal programs .
\ ’ b) Financial capabilities of funding source .
. L. ¢y~ Attitudinal support of community < -
, . »d) Attftudinal support of LEA F “ o,
‘~7 - . i i . N - .‘ B -
T , - - e ) ;
.Y T /‘r ?
f '_ - * ' )
3 R .
b “-\j a o) - . _
~ ;- -~ ’ . } 1
' - ‘ ’ 7 .
. R t . ’ h »
. " , . e .
» ) - - ’ . - N
o ’ . 2 s
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-, . b .‘ch‘,
Data Collection Guide For Use . B
) With Parents and Community Members . ';’ <
. 1
[N'd ’ ) ‘ . . N *
Community -Impact | ’ \
. [ .
i | . . :
Hl Is there an impact in the community as a result of bilingual education? R
L. CI.1.1. Identification .
" - a) Respnndent’s ancestry .
b) Respondent's language dominance, usuage
v 'c) Residents in community, length of time
- . d) Age, sex -
e » i :
: Ci.1.2. Re}ationship.to Project - ‘ N -
: " a) _Connection to bilingual project .
] b) Involvement in project . - . .
. c) Attendance at project activities ’ ‘
. ) * d) Participation as volunteer -~ L . . :
. .
€I.1.3, Knowledge of Project I ~

a)  Famfliarity with project and staff |,
b) Sources of communica&ion with profect £ ‘ ,
z - ) t) What do they know of prOJect how do Lhey know it

- - )

Cl.1.4. 1) Attitudes Towards gducation

a) Feelings toward their own education
. b) Feelings towards their éhildren’s education

O

-

2) Attltudes Towards Bilingual Education

] - e

. | a) Value of bilingual education . ’ - Lo _\
v " ~1b) Choice of bilingual educa;Fon' ) » )
. s : ) 1) Chapges in attitudes .towards education neeulting frqm “ .\ . i
v I, bllingual projeet f - : e R
i e - .‘ ) ' ., . L ; é.
) Gl.1.5. %ffeét'of'Parent/Community Invd}vement in Program . 4
,C { /
,.' l ‘a) Policy change ] . . ) 5
" K . . b) Instructlon ! E L 2
. ) c) Staff attitude . v
s - d). Student self-concept .
> : Change in attltudes, behaviors, - achlevement . ;
. ‘e) Drop-out and absenteeism rate - : A -
ol £)" Student enrollment patterns . )
° —_ Non-enrolled students

District exchange +
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a)

b)

d)

.CI.1.6. Effect of Bilingual Prbgram in Community

.

Attitude change

Other ethnic-groups

Use of language(s)

Awareness ol school- -

Interest in educational mé@ters
Cross-cultural exchange
Aftendance at adult classes
Participation in bilingual program
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